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Foreword

The curriculum in higher education has been described as “a
systematic group of courses or sequences of subjects required for
graduation or certification in a major field of study'” (Dictionary of
Education, Carter V. Good, ed.). a: . .« “all the experience which
a pupil has under the guidance of the ~chool” (Encyclopedia of Edu-
cation, Fdward Blishen, ed.). In 1977-78, approximately onec-half
million faculty members taught over 2 million classes to more ti.an
10 million students in more than 3,000 institutions that offered over
1.500 separate degrees. The ambiguity in defning what makes up
the curriculum, coupled with the jincredibly vas: .~ .v of course and
degree offerings, has made curricula desigi:ing a: 7 evaluation a
Gordian knot.

To the valiant and courageous who attempt to develop some sys-
tematic order out of the chaotic collection of courses and activities
that comprises the student’s education there comes the quick realiza-
tion that the forces that shape the curriculum are both external as
well as internal.  As identified by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching (1977). the external forces include areas

such as:

General Imfluences Opprrtunities for Graduation
The public Profession and Occupation
Communication media Graduate and professional
Churches schools ~'

Intellectual and Academic Inputs _

Influences High school contributions
New knowledge Budgets
Learned and professional

schools
Textbooks
Foundations

Regulations Procedural Imfluences
Governments Transfer students
Accrediting agencies Competition
Courts

Collective bargaining




The internal areas include:

e Academic departments
Colleges and other academic divisions
The president and academic deans
Individual faculty members
The students
The extra curriculum

It is usually the external influences that are the sources of pressure
for curriculum change. Yet it is the internal forces that determine
the direction and extent of the change: and within these internal
forces it is the individual faculty member who determines the quality
of these changes. .

The goal assumed bv Lynn Wood, assistant director, and Barbara
Gross Davis, assistant research psyvchologist at Teaching and Evalua-
tion Services of the University of California, Berkeley was to develop
a Research Report that could be used by facultv and administrators
to evaluate their current curriculum, to assess the rationale behind
the influences that promote curricular change, and to design an-!
implement new courses and programs. This report was not intendcu
to bc the definitive handbook on curriculum design and evaluation
but to provide a firm basis for those who are just beginning to in-
volve themselves in the evaluation of their program or their institu-
tional curriculum. The authors have accomplished their goal with
a high legree of competence.

Jonathan D. Fife, Director
ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
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Overview

Natvure, Purpose, and Scope of the Studsy .

As consultants to the tacultsy of 1he University of California. Berk-
clev, ine reasingly we are recqquoested o assist laculty members in desion-
ing and evaluating their curricnla, . We have been asked 1o recom-
mend examples. models and strategies and to help develop workable
designs and  evaluation  instrument .. Our interest in curriculum
design and cvaluation, therefore. s largely pragmatic.  Bec:iu.» our
mic disciplines, educi-

taculty clients van considerably in their acade
our interests also tend

tional philosophices, and their curricular nceds,

to be eclectic. Both the pragmatism and the cclecticism are reflected

in this monograph,
Althovrgh we have drawn on usefu] concepts and models in the

published Titerature, we also made a special attempr to track down the

reports of recent curriculum design and evaluation

morce “fugitive”
A better under-

ceftorts in colleges and universitios across the nation.
standing of the “state o) the are™ as practiced in institutions of higher
cducation micht be more instructive than the theoretical hterature
on curriculum and on evaluation, whidl frequently neglects the “‘real-
world™ constraints facing those involved in carriculum change. This
practical emphasis reflects our decision :o write the monograph for
faculty members, administrators, and others directiv involved in
curriculum ~ign and evaluation.

Case studhy examples were identificd through: an ERIC scarch,
correspondence with scholariv andd professional associations, faculty
development and teaching improvement centers in colleges and uni-
versities, state postsecondary commissions and coordinating councils,
foundations. and published inventories of instructional improvement
citorts on a number of college and university campuses. We wish to
thank the many individuals, institutions. and organizations who con-

tributed to our findings.

Curriculum Design and Fraluation- A Nregleeted Firld

During the past ten vears, the higher cducation communit. has
begun to tole o greater interest in questions of instructional design
and cvalqation.  The emphasis on “instructional desien—as a SV's-
to course development—has grown largely out of

tematic approach
and more heterogencous group of stu-

the need to respond to a Tnuer

1
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dens an oanstotutions of higher edacation Vccordingly, the forme of
istractioaal desigre have wended ro emiphasize individualized  ap.
provches to ansoract an. Sell paced. mastery learning, and  audio-
raton il apgprroaches e exaenples, s are cxperniential learning pro-
cranns and the assessinernt i cominuty and waork cxperience for
colleve credar,

D the soone pentod. neaals all aspects of college and university
tutcirominge hoave undercone changes 1o make them more rational,
Visible, and acconntable. AMudh attention has been given to Anding
o sastemaiie waavs of determiiming budgets, more cost-effective oavs
ot delivenng instrucnion. and more velinble and valid approach s to
cvaluating teachima. The ¢ quests continue todav. Untril very re-
centhvs however, one aspect G higher education has all but escaped
these attempts 1o ne e sastematically design instruction and evaluate

Aits otconme or merits, CTUhat rea is the corriculum,

Thisss not ro sav thae higher education curricula have been totally
e leo ted The hireratine  on undergraduate  curricula—especially
that focusine on the relative merits of general versus spectalized edu-
catton and Irtbharal versos career education—has received a good deal
ol sttentron norecent vears, Inoaddition, @ number of excellent books
have been written on the histors and current state of curricula in
Amertcan colleces and universities (e.a.. Levine 1978; Rudolph 1977:
Cornedice Foundation 19770 and Brubacher and Rudy 1976). Curric-
nlhim developmients in several disciplines and professions-have alvo
bBeen addressed (Cheit 19750 Kassen 1973), as have cussi=2arnr Telorms
ad annosvaions in specific colleges Tand  universities (Belknap and
Kuhns 19770 Tasvine and Weinware 19730 Gaff et al. 1970: Tussman
1949 Tietierhin 19649,

For the most paret. these stndies have been concerned with the con-
fent ot cuncalum chinges and the personalities. groups, and social
forces and ideclogies that helped 1o shape them. Principles of cur-
reculum design and methods of curriculum evaluation are almost no-
where ra he found in the hicher education literarure.”  Where thev
dooexist, cither thevy tend to be stated in verv broad and abstract
terios aor they aepresent hiode more than a compendium of various
methods and tools used in desiening or evaluating single courses or
Litrle attention has bheen given explicitly 1o

m~tructtonal materials,

P The closest thinz to a2 “handbook® of curriculum  desien and  curriculum
evaluanion ar the hercber eduration Jevel as the rccentiv publishied Decclouping the
C llere Coivrres e Clindhoring ot ol 1977, which i< i fact sabiitled A Fand

ook foer Faculty and Adnanastragor s

2
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the problems ol destaninge and cvaluating the complex. integrared

et of actinvities we senerally assocate with (e concept of aocurrier lam.
vortman, Rachardsorn, aned Viallanee (19576, i 128y have specula. !

on the reasons why the curriculunm ‘esten and ovaluarion Process g

Firsto thore is weneral nncertiinty as to what
such documentation will tell s, MWiall e ultimately improve onr de-
Arte cumricalum developiment acrivities
another
time

not well Jocmented,

st and evaluarion otfores:
Al oo gnven anstitution vencializable cnougsh to he of bhenehr 1o
irt\ritlnr!c>:|? Scoornd, e spont dtu‘um:-nting the process s
Spent avwas brom the carricalum design and evaluation cffort, which
ts, atter ol 1 he Preoviey activitn, Fhivd, it is not exactly dlear whas
should be dodumented When does cnonch deil become too much
der iz Can ey decision points be identified ar the time thev occur?
Sinee curricnlum design arnd escluation are not lncear. but rather

complex interacting activities, how  can their process bhest bhe re-

objccnvity of the people involved in currictium

caordedr  Finally, tlee
Can thew separate

desten ond evaliation pProcess i~ alwavs anoissue,
teeling for what <haoubld have happened with what actunliv did
Al worked acainse svstemaric Jocuracnta-
aiuation models

ther
Geenr: These factors has e
tton ettorts thar mrehe have rovided desiem ond ev

for othoers 1o fo llow,

Stx Frnedings
Given that curriculum desian and evaluation is a neglected field of
an examination of dhe liter-

-

studv, what cne we able to cordlude from
ature and  ase study examples?

that most curriculum change is piccemenl, incre-

First, we kow
For the

mental, and uaplanned with respect to the total curriculum.
what ~students are taught can be almost entirely explained

mMost poart.
Typicallyv, curricula are

by thie sive and composition of the faculew.
built around the expertise and interests of the facultv, and curriculum

change is the resulr'of aradually adding new members to teach specific

(and often new) courses,
Fren thoueh at certain points in the history of a college or depare-
curriculun. design is developed. as a department

mMe .t an overall
turnover in irs faculty, and Shifes

adapts ro changes in ies diseinline,
in the interests and preparation levels of it student hody, revision
tends to be direcred at maodifving the old strucrnre throuch the addi-
arnd deletion of courses and course requirements. In dme. if

tion
and restrucrturing does not occur. the curriculum

sustematic evaluation
can become little more than i collection of caourses that represent “the

3
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mstitntonabized remains of enlier interests of professors, patrons, and
strcdenes” cbletlerlin 1969 [> SNy

Secomd o we know that tor curricnlom development adtivities to be
vtedertaken, thiere necds to e some ~ense ol dissatisfaction with the
cortrent cartacuhmn . wherher expressed tnternally by the tacualey deself
or extorndis be deans, presidents, program o or accreditation reviews,
stindenss Tecaslarnres, cmplosvers, or socicty ot large. Withont sufh-
ctent stuanalos omd cason tor undertaking curricalum revision, fac-
ulty members sl connnne 1o teach their own courses and accord

then colleasaes the same privilege, without 1egard 1o the nded for a
cohcrent courreubinen design, .

Ihe thivd thing we know about curriculum design and evaluation
ts that they ane bhorth compices, dithcult undertakines. A curriculum, as
distinct brom o conrse, s o colledrive, rather than an individuad effore.,
aned precisely hecause itois evervone's tesponsibanlity, iy an nnportant
senise 1 becomes no ane’s responsibility, AAS o recent study by the
Coornecie Fouandanion (197 7. o T points out: Facsulty members pay
attention to their indmvidua! courses, departments to their majors, and
stadenes to thoeir chiadce of electives: but few poersons and sometimes
none, paavoattention to the o 0 0 overall coterprise.”  The collective
nature ob o curr carlum o makes hoth s evaluation and it revision
hichiv polinead Lets, as well as complex intellectnal activities.

Fouth, becouse amticalum development is a collective adtiviiy, it
requrres someone among the tacnltv to excrdise eadership: to pain
consensts aboar the necd for 4 new curriculum: to selectr task forces
ot committiees to look into curricnnlum options and develop a plan:
to marshall suppore for the plan: o set deadlines and facilitate the
work of the committees: to seek released time and “or funding when
thoat s reqguired: to undertake the viarions steps necessary to see that
the conncahnm, plan is implemented within o reasonable time frame:
ati to coenerally take l'('\pnn\ihilil}' lor solving prroblemms as thev occurgy,

In tnansy cosesothis role s plaved by oo dean or department chairman.

The Hetterhin soads (1909 b 113 loumnd that one of the most ~1gnifi-
cant correlates ot departmental curnicalum change was the change in
departments Chatrnmen,

Frith, becase the restructuring on o ctrviculum is such an arduous
vtiddertakinge, we know 2hat it tends 1o take manyv vears to accomplish,
In the case stadiced thart we examined, five or six yvears were not un-
connmon, and some have taken even longer

Sinthe we koow dthar magor carriculam development or revision is

costlv, hoth e tacualty time and in oinstitational resources.  In face,

4
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most of the mmajor cuniiculum revision projects that we examined had

been o dertaten with fairls substantial dmounts of governmental or
foundoon tones. The more substantial the curriculum revision
(e~sprecr. o 1 hose ivolving not onls changes in content but in the

formae ot anstruction such as corapetenay based education, self-paced
masters fearning approadches, or computerassisted  instruction), the
mene hkely the projecr wall tequite consultants and other staff outside

the departiment or college ta assist facults wi'h the curriculum design

and amplementation,

4 4
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Higher Education Curricula Today

The dearth of a literataie on swwtematic approaches to the design
and evaluation of higher education aarricula is not accidental. It re-
leats not ondy the invisible, clusive, and political narare of the design
amd evalnation process, but the status of the higher education cur-
riculum itself. Although ncaily all scholars and historians have noted
the passing of anvthing that could be called e curriculum of higher
caucation, a quotation bom Rudaolph (1977, p. 245) captures the dif-
ficulties inhorent in stadving a phenomenon that is ne longer unitary,

and far from static.

In the twenticth century the curriculum fell apart. . . . The riw of
science, the death of Creck. 1the emergence of professions, the ascendancy
of an ambitivuas middle ddass, the yesounding sictory of intellect over
piety thesw were events thar brought down inio a4 thousand pieces the
old college and all of the cerrainties and practices that had held & to-
gether. The death of the ddassical course of studsy opened the wav to 2o
curriculum burdened with such a diversity of purpose. styvle, and institu-
tional form that the word cwriculum became o concept of ¢convenience
rathe. than precision.

Vevsev (1973, p. ) refers to this change as ““the only genuine ‘aca-
demic revolution' ver to be experienced in the United States.”
Throughout the twenticth century, the diverse and fragmented cur-
ricula of higher education have continued to multiply. Even while
some curricula have disappeared, sull more have emerged. Further-
more. within cach curriculum a <low but relentless change in course
ofterings and requircments continues to occur through accerction, at-
tritton, and recombinastion or synthesis (Hefferlin 1969, pp. 24-34):
so thar, “todav. the new coexists to 2 considerable extent witn the old,
for there has been tittle pruning and much grafring” (Carnegic Foun-
dation 1977, p. 19).

Thus, one obstacle to the study of modern curriculum change has
been ity sheer volume and complexitv, “Todav there are over 2
million «lasses riughe by half a2 million tacultvy members to about 10
million <tudents in about 3.000 institutions. . . . There are over
1.5010) separate degrees” (Carnegie Foundation 1977, p. I, As Rudolph
has pointed out:

It i« one thing to describe the curriculum ander which flarmvard {or
decade after deeade awarded nothing bur the AL it 1s almost an affront

93



to the imagination to be expected to make sense of the 200 different
© degrees offered by the Universitv of 1llinois in 1960 (1977, p. 10). .

Another related obsracle has been the fluidity of the course offer-
ings and requirements that constitute a given curriculum even over a
short period of time. For c¢xample, in analyzing course offerings dur-
ing a five-vear period. Heflerlin (1969, p. 54) found that bv 1967 “the
110 institutions that we surveyved had reorganized or substituted, on
the average. one ouc of everv five courses that they had offered in
1962 saould the survev have covered the volatile vears between
1958 .und 1973, the exten: of curricular change would no doubt have
been even greater.

Because most cuwrriculum change is both piecemeal and without
regard for any overall curriculura design. it tends to be unnoticed by
all but a verv few who are intimately involved in its development.
And because incremenial changes in higher education. like graduai
changes In anv social instirution, are rarely cdocumented as change
per se. thev are seldom the chiject of study. Indeed, because such
changes come about so gradually, frequently thev are not recognized
as changes ar all. '

Very recentlv. however, there has been  a resurgence of interest in
large-scale. holistic kinds of curriculum change. The reason is the
~rowing scense of dis-ease about the fragmenred and narrow education

being received by most undergraduates. T oday.~whatever interest

there is in questions of curriculum de<ign and evaluation is due in

large part to this renewed interest in the general éducation compo-

nenr of undergraduate learning. This is likely to continue into the '

1980°s. - .

Liberal versus Useful Education
Debate about the true purposes of education has occupied some of

the greatest minds in everv generation. In the United Srates. the most
cnduring form of thuat debate has focused on the presumably inherent
"and irreconcilable differences between a liberal education and profes-
sional or vocational training. Although the terms. “useful.” “prac-
tical.,” “relevant.” and others have often been u-ed in these debates,
as Rudolph (1977, p. 13) points out: “It should never be thought that
any curricular reform was really ever advocated or anv curriculum

defended. at least on this side of the Atlantic. being other than prac-

tical.””
Rudolph goes on to make the case that even the famous Yale Report

of 1828, which vigorouslv defended the classical curriculum, “argued

-
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for the practicality of what others considered impractical.” Cheit
(1975, p. 134), approaching the subject of liberal education from the
vantage point of the professions. notes the history of tensions be:ween
the “liberal’” and the "useful” and the reasons for the renewed urgency

of the debate in the 1970s.

Now the issue is being posed through enrollment pressure on the liberal
arts. Declining demand for new faculty in the academic labor market has,
in turn, reduced the number of students for whom a liberal education
would be a ““vocational” education. But the main enrollment prescure
comes from the new vocationalism, the major element in the new condi-
tion facing higher education, and predictions of an absolute decline :in
the numbers of «tudents attending colleges and universities within a
decade. “This means that the rise in vocationalism is not just absorbing

growth but a.iually shifting students away from the liberal asrte.

Indeed, widespread publicity about the college gra-uate who has no
“m.rketable skills” has had dramatic effects on the educational and
carecr choices of college students in recent vears. The Carnegie Coun-
cil Surveys, 1975-76, found that 95 pereent of America’s -undegrad-
uates considered training and skills jor an occupation to be either
‘essential’ or ‘fairly important’ goals of their college education (Car-
negie Foundation 1977, p. 223). Natonally, undergraduate enroll-
ments were spread as follows: professional schools, 58 percent; social
sciences, 8 percent: humanities, 5 percent; sciences. 15 percent; aris,
6 percent and other or no major, 8 percent (Carnegie Foundation
1977, p. 6).

Another factor contributing to the increased vocationalism of col-
lege students—one -hat shows lirtle sign of abating—is the growing
cost of higher education. As Bledstein (1977, pp- 144-45) has pointed
out: “As higher education becomes more and .more expensive, middle-
class expectations will focus even more than before on careers, voca-
tions, and results.” _

The difficulties facing liberal education have been exacerbated by
the decline of. general education requirements that might reflec: an_
institutional. if not national. consénsus about the meaning of being
liberally educated. Relaxed general education requirements have also
contributed to declining enrollments, most notably in the humanities.
‘This has prompted a new intcrost in the “curriculum’ as a topic of
practical as well as philosophical concern. It has also contributed to
new effort to restore breadith or distribution requirements, suth as
those recentlv instated at the University of California, Berkeley, and
‘new core curriculum approaches to general education, such as those

proposed at Harvard.
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Rewurging interest in curriculum models and philosophies of educa-
tion can also bhe seen in the recent work of the Carncgie Foundation.
Levine (1978, pp. 250-117) summarizes some of the major curriculum
77y highlights the known outcomes of higher

modcels and Bowen (10
education. Chickering et ul. (1977) also include typologies and case-
study examples of various curriculum modcels. The theories of Phenix

{1964, and Perry (1968) have had some mfiluence on curricular de~igns
at the undergraduaie level, as have the works of such lcurnine theor-
ists as Skinner. Rogers, Cagne. Bloom. and others. Learning aé model-
ng bchavior. learning as tran.action, learning by doing. learning
hrouzh reinforcemenn. learning as a function of cognitive stvle, learn-
n s¢ mode’s are increasinglv find-

e e

g as deveiopment—vuriations on the
ng their wav into curriculum designs as well @~ inte higher education

rescarch. These models are ¢nriching the mor: fundamental quoestions
of curriculum desion. such as: Should the corriculum be oriented
roward the past, the present. or the futurc? Should it ke based on
discipiinary, multidisciplinary, or interdisciplinary modes of inquiry?
¢ focus more on Intellectual, personal. or carcer development?

-
.
.
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1
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New Attemprts to Iink Professional aned Iiberal Edivcation

There are a number of mdications of a desire both to redefine
“liberal” education as “u-cful™ and to reintroduce a liberal or human-
1stic component into professional and voecrtional cducation. Im essence, ..
these are atrempts to create new links between practical and iiberal
ceducation, ~and 1o restore at the same time <ome semblance of co-
herence ond meaning to the idea of being “edlicated" by forging new

N A

curricula thar wed the tvwo,
One of the area~ of current undergraduate cirriculum mo-t likelv
sult of these efforts to wed the liberal and

the vocational.clement in undef‘gradunzc education is the “‘electiva.’”
Ironically. the rationale for the “elective™ when it was first introduced
in the late 18069« was to miake (he curriculum more “‘useful.”” that is.
to allow students to gn beyond the classieal curriculum and to studv
such “u-eful” subjects as modern languages and literature, physics and
chemistry, as well as agricithiure anel engineering. Yet the “elective,””
which became a substaniial paut of the curriculum (in some cases,
nearly the total cirriculumy) in the late 1960< (ind carly 1970s, is likely
to shrink rapidlv in the coming years to make room for the “‘useful™
as well as the “liberal™ componcnts o hoth graduate and unclergrad-
uate curricula. Blackburn et 1. (1976) have shown the shift, already
in process from 1957 10 1974. of the portion of the undergraduate

to change radically as a re

9
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curriculum devored to electives. Whereas there was no change in the
percent of situdents’ time spent on the major (33 percent in both
1967 and 1974). thére was a considerable decrcease in the percent of
time spent on general education requirements (13 percent in 1967
and only 31 percent in 1971 and a corresponding increase in the
percent of time devoted to electives (21 percent in 1967 and 34 percent
in 1974).

It is worth pointing out, however, that the increased percentage of
timce devored toelectives” for the most part represents additional
courses clected in the major field, therceby contribiiting further to the
overspecialiced nature of undergraduate education.

10
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Design and Evaluation: State of the Art

Invisible, Imtramural Nature of Design and Fraluation

Most curriculum changes receive little or no attention cutside de-
partmental or institutional swalls. Unlike curriculum development
pProjects at the clementary and secondary  levels. most curriculum
development in higher education is local, not national or regional in
scope. While much borrowing: of curricular ideas takes place within
the higher education community, ncither dissemination by the de-
veloping institutions nor adoption of a total curriculum “package”
by borrowing insiitutions is characteristic at the postsecondary level.
The processes by which curricula are designed and implemented are
seldom publiched because {aculty members who undertake curriculum
design are not interested in the process per se and receive few or no
“brownie points” for producing these kinds of publications.

Even if a curriculum is systematically designed. the visible end-
product is a new or revised curriculum as it appears in a ccllege
catalog. a sect of course syllabi. and other instructional materials.
Documentation of the design and implementation process, including
the philosophy and rationale of the new or reviscd curriculum and
the results of evaluations made prior ro, during, or following the
implementation of the curriculum is typically contained in the fugi-
tive memos and working papers of a curriculum or evaluation com-
mittee—if they have been put in writing at all.

a curriculum is systematically evaluated. the
blic or schelarly scrutiny, unless
a foundation or gov-
iently include a cur-

Similarly, even if
evaluation is rarelyv available for pu
undertaken as a research project or_funded by
ernment agency. Departmental self-studies freqt
riculum component. but tHe reports are usually considered—as the
name implies—entre-nous. Curricubum evaluation most often occurs
as part of the larger prcess of-intramural or academic program review
within the institution. or as a component of an extérnal accreditation.

Obstacles to Svetematic Approaches ) ‘

We have indicated several factors that mitigate against svstematic
curriculum design and evaluation efforts: the 'ack of models or guide-
lines in the published literature: lack of faculty training and cxper-

tise in techniques of design and evaluation; and lack of incentives or
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motivation tc undertike curriculum evaluntion and revision given the
reward structure of maost colleges and universities.

A number of other obstacles or barriers to svstematic curricuium
design and evaluation have been discussed by Heubner (1976), Chick-
ering et al. (1977, a «d the Carnegie Foundation (1977). A case study
example of the barriers to svstematic zpproachies 1o the curriculum
comes from Task Force .\ of the national project on Teaching Under-
graduate Socioclogyv. This project. one of the few national curriculum
development etforts undertaken at the higher education level, is spon-
sored by the American Sociological Association and funded by the
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Fducation (FIPSE). A
recent report on the project’s status (Campbell et all 1977), concludes-
that verv lirtle is known about curriculum design, in part because
cociclogists have not turned their attention inward on themselves to
study the organization ot their discipline as “curriculum.” The au-
thors identify three factors that work against comprehensive cur-
riculum des<ign and cvaluarion efforts. Ay

First. the uulitarian character of most sociology departments, com\\
ixined with concerns about infringements on academic frecdom, means-—+
that faculty members exercise atmmost exclusive control over what they
tcach 1n their own courses. In reality, this means that the curriculum
1s merely the sum of the individual courses offered at any.gi\'cn time.

Seconud. ditferences in the perceived mission of the department or
discipline resude in unclear guidelines for curriculum change. Should
the curriculum be organized 1o train students in the methods of in-
quirv of a di~cipline, or should it reflect a1 more liberal orientation,
cmphasizing an understanding or the major social issues faced by
societies? Issues ot this Kind are further exacerbated bv sharply dif-
ferent views of the desirable dncct:on and mission of the discipline
itself.

Third, the Teaching Sociology Project found that the confused
state of learning theory contributes tq the Jack of systematic curricu-
lum design. No single theory commands—aiversal support. Behaiior-
i«t, humanistic. traansactional. and developmental theories all suggest
different curricular ~structures and instructional strategies. .

FExternal and Imternal Presswres and Opportunities

Recentlv, various internal and external pressures for more rigorous
and svstematic approaches to canniculum cevaluation and change have
begun to affect college and university practices.

Examples of external pressares include: high rates of unemploy-

12
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ment and underemplovment of college graduates in many felds;
changes in the curriculum of high schools: increasing demands from
legislatures. postsccondary education commissions, and the public
for accountability. cost-effectiveness, and increased productivity in
higher education: increased questioning of the “value?X, of education
as an investment: and increasing demands that highex education
solve a vast array of social and technological problems through the
development of new curricula.

In our examination of case studies of curriculum evaluation and
development, we found faculty considering curriculum change in
response to many of these external pressures. For example, Rhode
Island College developed a Masters of Social Work program as a re-
sult of feasibilitv studies and recommendations made by a special
legislative commission to study sacial services in the state. The Uni-
versity of Virginia, faced with the national decline in teaching posi-
ttons in English, created a new Ph.D. program to ‘‘close the gap be-
tween traditional programs of literary study and the career needs of
graduate students who will evenrtually identfyv themselves as teachers
rather than resecarchers.” The Environmental Studies program at the
University of California. Santa Barbara, was developed in direct re-
sponse to “increcasing envdironmental concerns from the community
and university and the demands for relevance from students.”

Internal pressures from within the institution can also indicate the.
need for more systematic approaches to curriculum design and evalua-
tion. The«e pressures include: shifting or dwindling cnrollment pat-
terns in various departments: changes in the nature ar” omposition
of the student bodv: faculty turnover and shifting fuc ity interests
in new areas of knowledge: student desires for autonomy in creating
and selecting cours-cs: declining student achievement levels in basic
. skills, such as writing and mathematics: and sieadv-state or reduced
budgets that have forced many institutions to cut back expenses and
set priorities am®ng curricular offerings.

"Frequently the impetus for changc comes from a combination of
factors. For example. increased demand for education in veterinary
medicine. growing specialization in the field. and the changing in-
terests and skills of students contributed to a major curriculum re-
vision at the University of Minnesoti's School of Veterinarv Medicine.

Opportunities for curriculum and revision have been expanded by
grant programs sponsored by foundations nand governmental agencies
and by intramural grant programs at many colleges and universities.
In addition. the neecd to make formal proposals for intramural or
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extramural funding, coupled with requirements that such grant pro-
include appropriate evaluation plans and culminate in de-
promises to make muajor curriculum development
and more visible than they have been

posals
tailed reports,
projocts both more systematic
in the past.
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Concepts and Linkagés

Defining Curriculum
Although nominallv designed 1o ser appropriate boundaries for

structured inquiry, definitions of curriculum have in fact become
notoriouasly ambiguous topics of freewheeling debate. Widespread
lack of &greemen: about definitions of curriculum reflects the scopc
and complexity of the curriculum itself. As we have pointed out. a
single curriculum of higher education no longer exists. Similarly, cur-
ricul .n as a conc<ept is neither unitary nor static

There are at least three wavs that curriculum has been defined in
the theoretical literuture. Thev range in conceptualization from the
very narrow to the very broad (Beauchamp 1977, p. 22).

First. curriculum can be described as the selection of courses of
study or content. ie.. what is or ought to be taught. In this definition,
a curriculum cither describes or pre<cribes the content and goals of
formal instruction but does not consider the means of instruction to
be used.

A second detmnition combines content with instructional methods-
so that mearS and ends are considered simultaneously. The third. and
broadest definition of curriculum subsumes content, instruction, the
learner. and the evaluation o1 learning.

At the higher education level, what is usually meant by the cur-
riculum is “all the cour.es offered. considered as a totality,” or, “all
the courses taken by some person one after another"” (Chickering et al.
1977, p. xiv). '

The most difficult questions from the peoint of view of curriculum
design and evaluation are those posed by tihe definition of a curric-
ulum as the totalit~ of courses taken by an individual or group of
individuals, especiallv when it iead, io the awarding of a certificate
or degree. At this level. questions regarding the adequacy of the
breadth and depth of course work and its organization, coherence,
and sequencing become paramount if a degree is to have any real

meaning. > : ,

In defining curriculum for this monograph, we have incorporated
many of the ideas of other authors (e.g.. Dressel 1976: Chickering
et al. 1977: Levine 1978). Ours too is an operutional definition,
adopted for purposes of clarifving the scope of our inquiry, rather
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thar ~ntering the debate about the proper limits of curriculum thenry
and mcthodology, We define curricalum as 2hre totality of courses
that constitute a cor e of study offered by an institution or followed

by a student.

Following our definition. the examples of curriculum design and
evaluation that we hove induded in our inquiry range from a one-
vear curriculum i prescriized studies (such as a freshman or first-vear
graduatc core curriculum) to a mulii-vear course of studies leading to
en undergraduate. graduate, or professional degree in o given subject

Seld.

Linkazes Betueen Desicon and Eraluation

In our view, the processes af curriculum design and evaluation are
inextricablv linked. Tk questions that face the curriculum aesigner
and the curricalum evaluator are <o conceptually interrelated (indeed,

in some cases idenricaly that it is imjpossible to address one set of

questions without the other. For cxample, posing the question, Do
we necd a new or revised curriculum?=” simultancously raises evalua-
tion questions, c.g.. “What cvidence de we have that a new curric-
ulum is needed?’: design questions. e.g.. “What carriculum options
are possible?”’; and questioas that combine evaluation and design,

e.g.. "What should the new curriculum tryv to achicve that the present
g . P

curriculum does not?” _

This "dialectical process.” as Hulliburton (1977, p- 70) refers to 1it,
continues throughout all phases of curriculum development. In ex-
ploring a design question zbout. curriculum options, for example,
further cvaluation questions are Iikely to be raised. These might in-
clude: What evidence exists abour the effectiveness of various curric-
ulum options we wish to explore? What have been the experiences
of other departments or institution~ that have introduced those op-
tions? Similarly. supposc one begins with an evaluation question,
“How well iv our curriculum mecting the needs of our studentss™”
This question. in turn. implies 2 host of design questions, such as:
Whose necds should be «erved by our curriculums? What kinds of
students should we be educating and for what purposer

Curriculum design and cvaluation are interdependent activities that
should be considered as a whole. Faaluition is not something to be
superimposed or tagged onto a curriculum development project; it
involves 2 form of critical thinking and informed doecision-making that
lies at the - ery heart of the, design process, This view stands ‘a1 con-
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trast 0 the morce prevalent linear models of curriculum de-ign and
evaluation.

In the linear model, evaluation is tyvpically presented as the last
>tep in a series. which begirs with the formulation of goals and objec-
tives, and procecds through design and rmplementation stages to rest
finally with questions of evaluation. The loop or fecdback model.
which is usuallv advanced as an improvement over the linear model.,
in fact does little more than suggest (usually with a graphic represen-
tation) that inform:tion obtained during the cvialuation stage <hould
be fed back into the evele to make improvements, It still treats evaiua-
tion as a process conceptually separate from design, a view that Jeads
all too manv curriculum designers to the conclusion that atthough

evaluation may be useful, it might be dispensed with in the interest

of economv or cfhciency.
Others. such as Kliechard (1977) and Hall (1975) have criticized the

lincar model not onlv because it rclegates evaluation to the end of
the project. but because it misrcpresents the order in which other
aspects of the desian process occur. The mode] assumes that goals and
objectives can be defined at the beginning of the design process, when,
in fact. there are manyv outcomes that ariee out of the instructional
process itself, and only become defined as goals after the curriculum
is implemented. In manv cases. the best place to start may be with an
analvsis of the Fearning experiences and outcomes of the cxisting cur-
riculum. rather than a statement of the goals and objectives for the
new curriculum. _

In fact. questions of curriculum design and evaluation can be
addressed in almost anv sequence and frequently will receive simul-
tancous consideration. The sequence chosen will depend in large
measurc on the nature of the curriculum. the purposes of the evalua-
tion, and the interests, needs. and intellectual proclivities of the cur-

riculum dcw-lopcrs and evaluators.
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Evaluation as Needs Assessment

Onc of the kev links between curriculum desion and curriculum
eviuluation begins with the question: Do we need a new or revised
curnculu'n- The answer is seldom a simple *““ves” or "no.” and there
is bounid to be uncertainey and dissent when the questiorn first arises.
Indeed, the question is unlikelv to be raised at all unless consider-
abic dissatisfaction with some aspects of the current curriculum heos
been expressed by some individuals or groups,

The nature of the d[-.s.:anir:t:on is often 1n1t1:111v vague, vet widely
shared bv facultv members, .ulmln:strntors. and ‘or students. One ex-
ample 1s the concern that current undergraduate curricula are too
“narrow” or ‘“specialized” for the complex and changing demands
placed on an educated citizenrv. Another is the widespread discontent
with liberal arts cirricula because thev do not provide students with
sufficiznly “marketable” skills. Other dissatisfactions mav be more
limited and specific. such as the dissatisfaction of <ome faculty mem-
bers ~with the nced to pravide “‘remedial” courses within their de-
partments or colleges, or the criticism of students that certain re-
quired courses, such as forcign languages, are “irrelevant.”

Most curriculum changes in higher education are made solelv in
response to these kinds of dissati<factions or to the demands of a par-
ticularly vocal or influential minority of faculty members. students,
or segmernts of society. Less frequently, as we have noted, decisions to
create or revise curricula are informed by svstematically gathered
evidence of need.

The value of svstematically gathered information for making deci-
stons about the need for new or revised curricula is most apparcnt in
cases where many individuals and groups must be convinced of that
need if their cooj eration in desiening and implementing curricular
changes is to be -2cured. When the number of decisionmakers is
small and their personal knowledge about the effectiveness of a cur-
riculum already great, additional informatien or data mav not be
necessary to make decisions. Certainly evaluations should not be
undertaken that are unlikely to produce information that will be
.elpful in making decisions.

Decisions about general education requirements for an entire col-
lege, however. or decisions to substantially revise an undergraduate or

-

18



graduate major obviously require the cooperation and consensus of
large numbers of taculty members. One rearon why such decisions
take many vears to reach and even longer to implement is the absence
of uny tangible and convincing evidence that any change is really
needed. In such instances, discussion and debate tend to be heavily
sprinkled with personal anecdotes, as well as obscured by di-ciplinary
or political and philosophical differences having little or nothing to
do with the curriculum issues at hand. While information and data
cannot re-olve all philosophical and value dilferences, of course, thev

can help to focus decistonmuaking, increase consensus about the neced

for a new curriculum. :and smooth the path toward curriculum mm-
plementation. This iy espectally true when the dec.sionmakers and
other participating faculty members are themselves mvolved in the
evaluation process. I is much more difficult to dismiss problems of

student cnrollments, student aitrition,  or deficiencie < in student

learnine when there are hard doata on the table, not just rumors or
3 ]

individual impressions.

Sources and Kinds of Evidence

can we dertermine whether we need
evidence can help us d _.Jde what

Hosw 3 new or revised cur-

riculum? What sources and kinds of
kind of new or revised curriculum is needed?

There are two buasic approaches to identifving curricuj..in needs.
The first involves evaluating an existing cuarriculum to identify its
strengths and weaknesses, The curriculum mav be the one we wish
to revise or a curriculum thar we would regard, in some sénse, a “‘com-
to the new curriculum swe wish o develop. This approach
Cts or componcents of a curriculum
Judged to be deficient or no longer

petitor”™
helps to assure that the bewr aspe

are not discarded along with those
desirable.

The second approach,
develop a new curriculum,

Information giathered through neceds-
avoid costlv duplication of programs. estimate the likely level of

faculty <upport for (ind opposition to) the new curriculum, more
accurately project student ¢enrollments, and ensure the acceptance of
our graduates by cmplovers or araduate and professional schools.
Within each of these two approaches, the evaluation of existing
curricula and the assessment of need for new curricula, there are a
varicty of specific techniques thar can be used to gather information
on which to make decisions, While all of these techniques require

most frequently used in deciding whether to
is often referred 1o as nceeds assessment.

Assessment techniques can help
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some investment of time and resources, their use as important plan-
ning tools can often suve ¢ven more tume and resources (as well as
political and psychic wear and tear) during the curriculum design
and implementation stages. Most of the assessment and evaluation
procedures ¢an be undertaken by a-curriculum plonning or self-study
committee of faculty members and students, provided that the group
includes or consults faculty or ~taff members who are experts in social
science resecirch methods or have some training or experience in
evaluation. '

Evaluating Existing Curricula

Analysis of student transeripts—As a recent Carnegie Foundation
report. (1977, p. 97) points out, “the ‘real” curricula are not found in
college catalogs.” Rarher, “they take shape in the students’ trans-
scripts, where. from the hundreds of courses listed . . . the 32 10 40
that make up a student’s four-year program are recorded.” In recent
vears. studies of student transcripts have been undertaken at the Uni-
versities of California. Berkeley (class of 19753), Minnesota (class of
1973). and Pennsvivania (ciass of 1976). The results of such studies
can be useful both in deciding whether curriculum reforms are de-
sirable and in marshalling support for curricular changes.

At Berkelev. the results were used as part of the justification for
reinstating breadih requirements. Part of that evidence confirmed a
suspicion that without breadith requirements, Rerkeley undergrad-
uates were receiving a very narrow educatior

The University of Minnesota study, und v - at the request of
the Council on Liberal Education. was desigt - .> answer the ques-
tion: YWhat courses are most frequently used to fulfiil the four dis-
tribution requirements? The results indicate the extent to which the
practice, if not the idea, of a core, general education curriculum has
been eroded. even at an institution thar had not given up its distribu-
tion requircments in the carly 1970~. Scniors graduating from the
University of Minnesota in 1973 took a towal of 308 different courses
in 3t different departments to meet the requirement in Communica-
tion. Language. and Symbolic Svstems: 261 different courses in 21 de-
partments to fulfill requirements in Physical and Biological Scicnces:
333 different courses in 22 departments to fulfill requirements in Man
and Societyv; and 561 different courses in 33 deparuments to fulfill the
requirement in Artistic Expression.

The analvsis of transcripts has also been used at Minnesota to com-
pare the curriculum patterns and cxperiences of seniors graduating
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from the College of Liberal Arts andd an experimental degree program,
the Riachelor of Elected Studies, The methodology and findings are
reported in Hendel and Robinson (1976). :

Yet another use of transcripts to studv the curricular paths and op-
tons of students was undertaken by Fducational Testing Service.
Analvzing the trans ripts of o sample of students majoring in nince
disciplines at severul colleges and universities, Warren (1975, p. 14)
found that 0 “major” constituted one of three or four different pat-
terns of concentration. For cx:dnplc. an undergraduate major in his-
tory for onc student might consist almost entirely of Latin American
historv: for another. Asian history: and ver for a third, American
historv. While such specialization is common and probably necessary
at the graduate level, these findings emphasize the face that a stucdent
with a bachelor's degree in any given di-cipline may actually have
studied onlv a narrow range of that field's subject matter as populi:rly
conceived. : '

Patrervon (1978) describes a computerized svstem for monitoring the
curriculum that is in wu<e ar Stare University of N2w York, Buffalo,
aptable 10 o'her colleaes and univesrsities, Called the Cur-
riculum Interaction Model (CIND, the program analyzes the courses
students take to satisfy various requirements and monitors enrollment
trends. It provides information on the pereentage of a deparrment’s
courses that are taken by majors and by students in any number of
other majors. It alo indicates, for cach major. the departments in
which students are taking courses ourside the major. Detailed charts,
figures, and tables can be generated to provide a more complete pic-
ture of student course patterns.,

Comprehenize excmination s—Although transcripts can provide val-
uable information about whar courses of study students are following,
they cannot reveal what students have actually learned from a particu-
lar pattern or <equence of coirses. . The comprehensive examination
is onc of the olde types of tests in American higher educarion. Har-
vard had both enirance and graduation tests in 1646 (Levine, 1978, p.
“7). and from the scventeenth cemtury through the 1960 comprchen-
sives were quite common. There has been a considerable decline in
the Lite 1960s. however. Whereas between 33 and 40
colleges emplove:] comprehen-

and i acl

their use since
percent of lour-vear arts and sciences
stve: during the 19304 and carly 1960, by 1975 only 21 percent of these

institutions (catured these kinds of cxaminations (Levine 1978, p. 89).
Some institutions that continuc to use comprehensives include: St.
John’s College: the University of Minnesota's General College: Uri-
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versity of California. Santa Cruz: Reed College: and Simon’s Rock
College. Hampshire College requires two comprehensivesin the major
as well as four comprehensives in general education (Levine 1978, p.
90).

Three strengths of a comprehensive examination as viewed by the
Carncgic group include: forcing “'students to integrate ar. synthesize
knowledge from more than one course, which the .vpical undergradu-
ate program does not call upon them to do”; building “a period of
review and introspection into a college education’; and providing
“students with an otherwisc absent general assessment of their per-
formance by facultyv” (Levine 1978, p. 90).

Most frequently, sophomore or junior comprechensives have heen
used to diagnose individual student deficiencies and prescribe rem-
edies, whereas senior comprehensives have been used as graduation or
honors rquirements (Dressel 1976, p. 2:43). Some institutions, how-
ever, have used group scores on these tests as one measure of the effec-
tiveness of the curriculum. Dressel (p. 247) has pointed out that:

Collcges that use objective cxamination programs, such as the Under-
graduate Program Arca Tests, frequently feel that the results are most
helpfal in the evaluation of the curricular and instructional program.
For this purpose., normis which provide comparability from institution to
institution and, to some extent. cven from department to department
within an institution are considcred valuable. Colleges have required
additional course work in certain arcas or introduced new courses be-
cause seniors have demonstrated weaknesses in certain phases of com-
prehensive examinations.

Some standardirzed tests that have been used as comprehensive exam-
inations include the Graduate Record Examination. the Undergradu-
ate Program Areca Tests, and the Sequential Tests of Educational
Progress. Informartion on these and other tests can be found in Buros
(1972). Tests designed to measure achievement .n a single subject
matter field have also been dev :loped. One example 1s TUCE, or the
Test of Understanding College Economics. Discipline-specific tests
also can be found in Buros (1972).

~Two reasons for the declining use of comprehensive examinations
have beea the poor quality of the examinations developed by many
institutions or departments and the poor match between the goals
and curricular content of a given institution and the knowledge and
skills measured by standardized cxaminations. Dressel (1976, pp. 252-
255) has discussed several characte-istics of a successful comprehensive
examin=ation. including: (1) clarity of purpose. of use. and of the edu-
cational objectives to be attained: (2) effective coordination and awvail-
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ability of techuical aswistance in designing and handling the examina-
tions: and (8) a close relationship among curricula, instruction, and
the examination,

Tests of acadermic competences—-In the 1970s, considerable interest
in the use of tests to evaluate curricula has been generated. Test de-
velopment projects have been funded most notably by the Fund for
the Improvement of Postseconaary FEducation. One such project is
the Educational Testing Service's study of Academic Competences in
Gencral Fducation. directed by Jonathan \Warren, which i< designed
to measure four academic competences: communication skills, analytic
thinking, svnthesizing ability, and awareness. '

Unlike most 1ests, the Academic Competences t
measure the competences of individual students: hence, it does not
vield individual scores. Rather. the purpo:e of the test is to allow
institutions to get some idea of how well the'r students are acquiring
these basic competences over a two or four-year period, by administer-
ing versions of the test on a pre- and post-test basis. Another promi-ing
use for the test is to compare student academic growth in two or more
undergraduate programs within the same institution. Eventually, it is
expected that norms will be available so that institutions can also
compare their siudents with those at other colleges or universities.
Because the test is still in the developmental stages. it is not vet ready
for use in making either summative or comparative judgments about
the success of one or more programs of study. However, as a forma-
tive evaluation tool, the Academic Compctences test appears promising
and is expected to be available through ETS for experimental use in
1979.

Similar tests of acndemic competences are also being developed by
the American College Testing Program (Forrest and Steele 1977), and
by a group of researchers associated with the Institute for Competence

Assessmenr in Boston. The ACT tests. called the College Outcome
abilities as communication skills,

nd wvalues analysis. These tests

esi 1s not designed to

Measures Project. focus on such core

problem-solving, critical thinking, a
require short, written answers, longer essays, or oral responses to a

range of questions. Currently in its second yvear of development, the
tests ultimately should be useful for pPlanning and evaluating liberal
education programs, awarding college credit for knowledge and skill
through nonacademic expericences, certifying student achievement, or
screening candidates for graduate or professional training. Work is
underway to develop a multiple-choice version of these tests. The
Instirute for Compctence Assessment has developed tests of concept
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tormation and analidis of arguments that can be used as measures

of Ingher educarion onttcomes.
A number of higher cducation associations arce also showing con-

siderable interest in the idea of measuring academic competences. For
exaimple, the American Coundcil on Fducation has recommended three
of the four TS competences as anes the bacaclor’s degree should be
concerned with, and they have added a new, {ourth competency, “‘quane-
titative ~kills.” 1o the list. The American Association of State Colleges
and Universities organized 2 meetimg in August 1978, to examine wavs
of assessing the four competences ACE has recommended.

In a slightly different vein, the College Board has established a
five-state Carcer Fducation Consortinm to “(1) identify those skills
most centril to successful carecer development and (2) to provide the
means for assessing sudy competencey in these arcas” (Education Re-
caps, Vol. 17, No. 7. Nlarch 1978, p. 1), The resulting Career Skills
Assessment Progiram, to be available for use in the 1978-79 acadcmic
vear, is designed to measure six carcer skills: self-cvaluation and de-
veloprnent, caveer  awareness, carveey  decisionmaking, employment-
sceking, work effectiveness, and personal cconomics.

Competency-based ciducation—Tests of academic competences are
probably most familiar 1o the reader in connection with the widely
publicized competencv-based-education. or CBE movement, in which
centire colleges (c.g.. Alverno, Sterling, Mars Hill) or entire professional
schools (c.g.. Antioch School of Law, Casec Western Reserve Univer-
sityv’'s Ph.D. Program in Organizitional Behavior) or departmental
majors (¢.g.. Astronomy at Rice University). have adopted a com-
petency-based approach 1o curricnlum design and to student evalua-
tion.

In competency-based education, the number of competences or skills
set forth by an institution is tvpically greater than the three or four
included in national test developmient projects. Frequently, too,
broad competences—such as communication skills—are broken down
nto a large number of behavioral objectives that are used in both the
design of courses and the assessment of students,

The broad competency statements of CBF colleges sound much like
the goal statements one finds in most small liberal arts college catalogs.
Agrecing that students should “achieve understanding of the relation-
ship of the individual and the environment™ (Alverno College) may be
relatively easyv: more dithoeult is l';(::l('llillf_{' conscensus about the specific
kinds o7 knowledge, arttitudes, or <kills that constitute this compe-
tency: the learning experiences most likely to achieve it: and ways of
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assessing the extent 1o which competences have actaally been achieved,
Most colleges thar hiave developed a CBE curriculum have required
farrly Lage extramural Erants to design and implement their new cur-

ricula.
The chicf purpose of CBF has been stated by Trivett (1975, p. 3):

“"Comperency programs in higher education combine rationales, ap-
proaches, and strategics in oo commeon notion: a degree or certificate
from a collegiate institution <hould mean that the recipient has
achieved certain comperencies.” The Trivets monograph covers most
of the issues involved in Eompc

Examples of <ticdent work—Typically, cxamples of student work
are used to evaluate srudents, nor curricula. Yet examples of <tudent
writing provide »n excellent database for evaluation, cspecially in the
humanities. where essays and term papers plav an important role in
the curriculum. Fvaluation of student work can be used both to assess
the need for a revised curriculum (C.ar.. to <ce if student writing skills
necd to be improved) and for evaluating the effectiveness of a new
or rcevised curriculum.

A varicts of methodds for mcasuring student growth in writing skills

are described in Diederich (197H and Cooper and Odell (1977). Based
alifornia,

on thesc references. faculty moembers at the University of C
San Diecgo developed their own «coring procedures for u<e in the
Fourth College Writing Program. The u.c of such methods rreed not
be limited io FEnglish departments, howwever. Thev can be userd in
advanced foreign language courses and in any cour-e where students
arc required to write extensivelv., Some of the basic techniques can
be modified. replacing criteria of good writing with cviteria for analvz-
ing logical argumenie in philorophv or rheroric or developing a bricf

1in law.
institutionnl self-stredy

renev-based education,

mstruments— A number of instirutional self-
study instruments have been ueed by colleges and universities. These
include: the College Characteristios Analvais (CCAY: the College and
Univerairy Fnvironmen: Scales (CUES): the College Characteristics
Index (CCI): thie Institutional Functioning Inventory (IFI); and the
Institurional Self-Study Survey (ISS). among others. These instru-
ments. along with many others, are described in Hodgkinson, Hurst,
and Levine (1373). Although institutions might find this kind of sur-
vev information useful in terms of long-range planning or as back-
ground material for a curriculum desigr and evaluation project. most
of these instruments include only a few items directly pertaining to

the curriculum.
25
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One exception is the Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI developed
by FTS in 1970, The IGI indludes a Lwvge number of goal statements
relating to the cmriculum, as well as goals pertaining to the overall
climate of the institution and its contributions to the production of
new knowledge and the necds of the community, The 1GI goal state-
ments arcrvdesiened to elicit both is” and “*should be’™ responses from
students, faculty moembers, trustees, and key community groups. Uses
of the IGI include: formulation of institutional policy: general deci-
svion guide for allocating resources; short- and long-term planning:
institutional cvaluation: and acconntability (Peterson 1971, pp. 5-9).

Srorvess of crvient and formey students aned faculty—Perhaps the
most frequently used method of gathering information about an exist-
ing curriculum is o specially designed survev of current students. The
survev most useful 1o a arriculum committee focuses on graduating
seniors or students who have recently completed a lower-division or
gracuate-level curricalum,

Senior suirvess have a number of advantages. For example, seniors
are better able to judge the value of their ‘education toward the end
of their studices than thev are able to do earlier. Student surveys are
relatively easy and inexpensive to conduct, and can often be designed
to evaluate multiple aspects of the curriculum, e.g. course, instructors,
and advising at the same.time. Student interviews, such as those con-
ducted at Raddliffe and Harvard (Perry 1968) also provide valuable -
information. The Perrv niodel is being used extensively at SUNY.
Stony Brook. to cvaluate new undergriduate curricula.

Surveys of alumni obviously have the advantage of even greater dis-
tance and perspective en a2 crriculum and of its adequacy for subse-
quent personal and job-related activities. The most difficult aspect
of conducting surveys of alumni is acquiring and maintaining current
addresses for former students. In most cases a permanent address of
a parcent or relative who can be counted on to forward mail is needed.
In some institutions, alumni associations have been helpful in provid-
ing addresses 1o depmtments wishing to contact former students. In
addition, former students—especially those who are graduates of pro-
fessional., vocational, or eraduate level programs—ocan be located
through their pliace of emplovment if the school or department keeps
fairly pood records of the job placements of its graduates,

Alum ai survevs have heen used in veterinary medicine at the Unt-
verstty of Minrewora, wildlife science at U'tah State, ‘and architecture
and social wel* o at the University of California, Berkelev., These
survevs focus or: v staraduate ~atistaction with various aspects of the
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On o hroader scale, the Pennsvlvania State De.

curriculum changee.
recipients of bac-

partment ol Fduacation ssstemaaticoanils CUTVeVS recent
calrureate degrees in the state 1o Jdetermine their postegraduate activi-
ties and emplovment starus.,

aliumni. other im-

In addition 1o surveving current students and
dropouts,

portant groups of studcents who should be considered are
students who transder out of one major into another, and students who
are admitted to a program but dedline to matriculare.  Studies of stu-
dente attrition are especially hmportant in cases where artrition is known
to be conviderable or enrollments hive sharply declined,  Knowing
why certain kinds of stndents have declined to matriculate or have left
a course of study can be helptul not only in deciding whether a re-
vised curriculum is necded, bt in determining what the new curricu-
lum should be. For example. an in-titutional self-stud+ atr SUNY.
Stony Brook. focused on the fact that in recent vears two out of three
students accepted at Stony Brook declined to matriculate,

At the University of California, Santa Barbara., the mathemarics
faculty was concerned about the substantial decline in upper-division
math courves during a period in which dIramatic increases in lower-
They concluded that students

(livisfon math courses had occurred.
cither selecting other ficlds

who might hivve become math majors were
or were leaving the Santa Barbara campus. Survey data were gathered
from former majors who had switched to other fields, and this infor-
mation was used in redesigning the mathematios curriculum,

In addition 1o sury ~ing students, many departments find ir- useful
to survey their facu’™  as well. At Utaly Siate U'niversity, faculty mems-
bers. current students, and alumni in civil and environmental en-
gincering and in wildlife <cience and range management were asked
to rate their respective curricula on a number of dimensions. In ecach
department. faculty members tended to be morc critical of the de-
cither current students or alumni.

paruncent’s periormance than were
alumni can con-

Adding facultv perspectives to those of students and
siderably enrich the data-base .or curriculum reform.

Aecademere pore ram veviciwes— \lthough there have been exceptions,
in the past most program and accreditation reviews have not been
Unless the department or col-
evaluation or has undertaken
committce is

cither very rigorous or VETY SsvVstemitic.,

legre has engaged in on-gomge curriculum
a self-study in preparation for the review., the review
with the task of gathering whatever information it can and
to conduct surveys, analvze tran-
ation projects. -

faced
seldom has the time or resources
scripts, or undertake other svstematic « urriculum cvalu
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In recent vears, however, a number of universities have developed
more systensitic puidelines for aciudemic program reviews.,  These in-
clude the Universities of California— Berkelev: Nebraska—ILincoln:
IMhnats- Urbana-Champaign: amd Western Michigan University. Al
though program reviews, lke institutional self-stndies and accredita-
tion reviews, cover a grest many arcas of academic functioning, they
do devorte some cfforr to cvaluating the curriculum.,

At the University of IHlinois. Urbana-Champaign campus, the review
includes a derailed depmomental self-study,  As piart of the self-study
procedure, faculty members are requested to complete questionnaires-
about their profesional accomplishments and departmental status:
descriptive information is giathered about course loads, instructional
costs, and enrollments: and students are asked 1o complete the Pro-
gram Fvaluation Swurvey (PES), o campais-wide questionnaire that asks
for student opinions on the quality of instruction and advising, the
variety of courses offered. and other aspects of the curriculum and de-
partmental functioning. The use of a single questionnaire, the PES,
across all departinents allows comparisons to be made between similar
curricula as well as between an old and a new version of the same

curriculum at two different time r - “nds.,

Assessing the Need for a New Cu o 7 oo
The ~fcond approach 1o gathe < 4 o mation about the need for
a new or revised cnriculum i ve vy referred to generically as

"needs assessment.” We have ar 1 i - parated a discussion of nceds

assessment [from that of eval . vy oo xisting curriculum, because,
as stufflebeam (1977, po 8) hie - 0 1 ur, “"needs assessment studies
most often are emploved for - oL Wdiagnosis and public relations

purposes, and almost pever o as. o assessing the merit of observed

outcomcs.”

It is important to note thar “needs assessment is not a single tech-
nique. Indced. many of the techniques we have just discussed, eg.,
analysis of tansaipts, comprehensive examinations, student surveys
and institutional selt-stedicos, can be considered as imporiant measures
of “need” in deciding whether a curriculum should bhe revised.

In addition 1o information that reveals the sirengths and weaknesses
of existing curricula. it is often necessary (or at least highly desirable)
to obrain other <inds of information about the ‘need’” or potential
market for a proposcd curricalum. T'his Kind of information is diffi-
cult to interpret, however, because there are important differences be-

tween “"necds” and Cwants,” on the one hand. and “"neceds” and “de-
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mund” on the other, There s almost alwine o constituency to he found

in support ol O new cnrrie tluam, he 1 in water conserviation, genceral
studlies, Hindi-Urdu. or parapsscholosy, T'hat is not to ~ay that there
I necessarily aosodictal “demand” for such Programs or an insritutional
"need” to provide them, Nor is it tieces ariiy the case that there will
“demand” in terms of enrallments or in terms of jobs for

be suflicient
and Willon 1976y, Needs

the gradumtes of sl prosrams (\Wood
studies, i1 they are to be helptal in making rational and
cost-cffective decisions, should co bevond suarveving student wants or
desires, and inclhude an examin rion of procsrams that might be com-
porentinl job market for graduates of

dAssCssmment

pctitors and an analsvsis of the
the proposed nesw cwnriculum,

Increasingly, more svatemiatic nee:dds aasessment
requested by stiate postcccondary commiscions in recommeoending or ap-

studies are being

proving new curricula proposed by public colleges and universities.
For example, the Delawmre Postsecondary Commission conducted a
Survey of Gevontolooicoal Offcvings. Progvams, and Activities in 1976,
in order 1o assess the “wisdom of establishing a training consortium in
the ficld of gerontolosy.™ Similarly. with the aild of a grant from the
Lilly Foundation, the Indiana College-T.evel Manpower Studv has
produced srudies of the demand for teaal assiseants, and the Louisiana
Board of Regentis has conducted studies of the suppiv and demand
for lawvers and rthe fea ibility of o~tablishing a recional school of
optometry. In California, the Postsecondary Fdueation Commis<ion
undertook o ~tudy teo determine wherher education in veterinary medi-
cine should be expanded. Indicators the Commission chose to examine
included: student demand for veterinar cducation, statewide and
regional necd for additionnl veterinarians, and the need for certain
specialists,

Befoire developing o new Miasters of Social Welfare program. the
University of Rhode Iand examined hum.mn scrvice necds in the
state, pereeptions ol human service workers, projcctions of human
service needs of the American worker, and alternative models for <o-
cial welfare programs.” \1 California Srate University, San Francisco,
faculiv members contemplating o new undergraduate program in

Labor Studies conracred community college students in a Iabor studies

progrim to ciauge their interest in o four-vear degree program. Thev
also examined the curricula of other labor ~studies progams and sur-

veved union members and leaders to determine demand for the pro-

gram.

Needs assessment studies of this kind are nccoming more important
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in making decisions between new aned existing cwarricula in the alloca-
tion of sciatce resources in the 19706 and e likely 1o continue into
the 19804 An claborate “Checklist for Deoestgninge Needs Assessment
Studices™ has been developed by Stafliecheam (197 7).

-t




Curriculum Design

Once it has been determined that a new or revised currieulum is
desirable, there are a number of wiavs of approaching the question,

What should the new curriculum look like® If the decision to de-

velop a new curriculum was prompted by deficiencies in the existing
curriculum, information about those deficiencies will no doubt play
an important role in rthe design. Similarly, if data on the needs of
students or emplovers have been gathered, that information may sug-

gest new directions or components for the curriculum. Regardless of

whether the dedision to deign a new curriculum has been preceded
bv formal evaluation or needs assessment activities, there still remains
the tank of defining the purpo.cs, content, and structure. of the new
curriculum. Several wavs of approaching that task are discursed in
this section: exploring curriculum options: rescarching curriculum
yoals: ugrecing on curriculum goals: and defining the “ideal” cur-
riculum,

Some approaches will no doubt appear more compelling than others.
Even if all four approaches are followed. they need not be done in the
order in which thev appear here. For éx:nmplc. a curriculum committee
that is certain 1o t ¢ divided on goals and objectives, or convinced that
goal setting i~ a naive or useless tink, might find discussions of the
“ideal” curriculum or an exploration of curricular oLtions a better

way to begin the design process.

Exploring Curriculisn Options
If a facul'y committee agrees that @ new curriculum is needed, but

is divided or unsure as 1o what the new curriculum should look like,
exploring curriculum options might be a good wav to begin. Although
many writers have deplored the increasing homogencity of college
curricula. in fact, looking to sce what other institutions have done is
not only the most common. but perhaps the most common-sense ap-
proach to curriculum de~ign. Fxploring the literature for tvpologies
and models of curricula can also help to stimulate the design process.

The educational preparation of college teachers is devoted almost
exclusively to the content and methods of inquiry of a discipline.
Graduate education rarely includes knowledge of the goals. curricu-
Itm mocdlels, or history of undergraduate education. Nor does it pro-
vide instruction in curriculum of course design, learning theory or
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mcthods of instructaon. purposes and wass of assessing student per-

tormance, or methaods and tools of carriculum or course evaluation.

A curnrenlum development committee can funcrion as @ faculty de-
velopment committee as well, Inthe process of inaking decisions about

a anriculum, - committee can educate itselt about options in curricu-

lar structures, Hurposes, and formoats.
Ideas about possible canriculum designs can he explored from many

sources. 'T'he fallowing list. which is adapted and expanded from one
use in the desizn of o miusi cducation curricunlum ar Svracuse Uni-
versity by Fackmann and Lee (1976), may be a helpful guide for ex-
\ larger curriculum  coramittee could

two member taking responsibility for
assembhing, analvzing, ar amarzing cood ideas from each of the
sources thought to be porcs o Glly useful to the group.

(1) Analsvse current textbooks in the subject ficld(~) to identify major

ploring cwrricular options
divide up the task with o

concepts and wavs of organining knowledge.,

(2) Go thiough several vears of major journals for articles devoted
to teaching in the discipline and identify promising new curricular
approaches. Increasinglyv, disciplines are gencerating entire journals de-
voted to problems of teaching, Journals in related fields can also be a
source of good ideas, c.o.. Teaching Political Scienee, Teraching So-
crology, aned Teacliing of Pyyve hology contain articles of potential inter-
est to any of the socdial sdiences or professional schools that have a

social scicnce component. Most of these journals are indexed in the

ERIC monthlv bibliographices journal Curvent Index to Journals in

Educatior..

(3) Obtain back issues of newsletters relating to teaching improve-
ment. Memos to the Facnlty produced by the Center for Research
on Teaching and Learning at the University of Michigan is one of

the oldest and the best of the newsletters,
() Analvse rescarch in the ficld as reported in the major scholarly
identily recent developments and con-

and disciplinars journals o

temporany ideas.
(7)) Review research related to teaching in the discipline, as reperted

in Discertation Abstracts.
(6) Contact persons knowledeceable about curriculum design in the

area.
(V) Analvse ¢
fesstonal Hicensing bhureaus, whaere appropriate.
(8 Survey and stuady simidtar programs at other colleges and univer-

utdelines suggested by acaediration agencies or pro-

sities.
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D Covtact relevant disciplinar ds.odiations 1o see if thev have
}

produced Garicular cordelines or miaterals,
(10) Interview porentigl cinplovers, career placement counvelors, and

examine the acequitements of  relevinnt gpraduate and  professional

sc hools.

(rh 1

work make. use of the dinaipline (o see what

“alk o with pradticing members of the profession or those whose
compotences are most

necded and maost used.
(I12) \nalvse and sy hesize data hrom facnlty and student SHTVOVS,

or other information cathercd as patt o o needs assessient or evalua-

tion of the existing cunrcnlum,
(I3 Tocate reports on abstracets from private and government foun-

dations for <imilar cariculum projects. The Clhaionicle of Higher
Edwcarron, the anaual reporis of foundations, FIEIV Nrwe, and many
other newsletters and  foundation directories can provide leads. If
vour institution Las a developmaent office, an office of contracrs and
Tmprovement offic ¢, their staff members can often

Erimts. or a teaching
too. can be helpful in providing you

provide assi~tance, Librariane,

with information abont foandations,
(1D Review models on typologies preposed by leading curriculum

theorists, oarning theorists, or philosophers and students of higher
rerource can be especially fruitful for those in-

cducationf/ This lust
revi-ing gencial education and liberal arts

volved i dosigning o
curricula at the undergraduate level.

Rescarching Curviculiim Gonls
Facultv commitreces, struceling to et goals for a new or revised

“curriculum, frequentis complain that the process is time-consuming,
counter-productive, ancd unrewarding incellectually, Yet answers to
about what one expedis 1o accomplish with a new curriculum
arc important for several 1 ¢casons. Specifyving curriculum goals ensures
thar the d‘c-\i_::n provides ~tudents with suffhcient opportunities to
acquire the necessary and desiiable knowledge and skills associated
with a ficld. A\ (lear <tatement of gaoals and objectives? also provides

questions

2We rmploy the distinetions bertween  “‘goals™ and “objectives” outlined bv
the Evrrsrlovedia of Fdveation Flonination (Anderson. Ball. and Murphvy 1976, p.
179, - goals are ultimate cutcomes phrased in general or global terms: objectives
arc narrower and of <shorter raage than goals. tipically referring to statements
of studear Sehaviors: belos feral abiectices specify in rucasurable terms the level
of performance oexpectred ot oa stadent English translarion of a 300 .word
selection from a short story by 2 ninctecenth century French writer with no fewer
thian two errers: . and e caondition< under which the performance is to accur
a dictionary, within oae hour).

feox
‘eman the dlasstoom, witiionte
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the designer with an overall conceptual framewark for adentifving
impottant gaps and incthoient overlaps in o content. Stating goals and
objectives fon the anvicnlam lets students know what 1o expect, o
thaot they can moake more imbtormed coricaluom dedisions of their own,
Despite these apparent votues, many facualty members feel that set-
ting pgoals aand objectives iy of guestionable value: they believe cuch
activitres tnhibat Geativiey and debase edoaation by reduaing it to a
set of measurable facts and low level cognitive skills, T is not essential
to establish micasurable objedtives 1o incporate goalsetuing in i
successful curocdam desien effort. Obsessive concern with measurable
objectives can oo whehn the most committed and diligent of facaly
commitiees aned necome o sabetitnte for curiiculum design,

Discussions of curricul.n goals and objectives inevitably involve

disagreements abont underlvine educational philosophies. The cur-
riculum isv indeed, “the bhantlefield at the heart of the institation,” as
Hefierlin (1969, p.o xxo has said. Few assues are battled as ferociously
as the curricalum. In ceneral, most goal-sctting sessions fail not be-
cause discnsson of requisite student knowledge and skills becomes
intcllectually tepid and stale, but beceansd® the participants are not able
to resolve st p diffcrences in philosophies abowr the purposes of edu-
cation and the dircections of disciplinay ficlds.

Despite the known pitfalls, it is imporrant for a faculty curriculum
committee to wrestle swwith questions of goals and-objectives atr some
point in their currtculum planning deliberations. It need not—angd
often <hould not —be the st step. Furthearmore, when the time does
come to establivh goals and objectives, the process can be made a good
deal more amiable and produdtive it certain resources are consulted or
goal-setting techniques are emploved.

Books o sotting asoals and eartine objectives--The debate about the
impoitance of objectives, what form thev should take, and how specific
thev should be. has concrared a ~sabstanrial rechnical literature on pro-
cedures for developing and writine objectives. Robert NMager has
written two short books in a livelv, informal stvle that guide one
through the process: Gool Analvsas (1972 and Preparing Instructional
Objectives (102, Both books ~stroess Thow-to-do-it” and emplov a pro-
grammed learning approasch. Arthur Cohen, in Objectizves for Col-
lece Conives (19700 follovos o similar programmed format, but deals
These books offcr o nood clementary introduction to the techniques
of writine cducational objecrives, hut Jdo not provide much guidance

spoectheally warhy conls and objectives tor. postsecondary cducarion.

tor decidine what objectives 1o indlude.
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Taxonomies of cducational objective
but still not specific to the conte
taxonomies have been develope
objectives into three ninior domains:
affective (Krathwohl., Bloom. and Ma-xi
row 1972). These taxonomics represe
conceptual frameworks for est
of a given curriculum.,.
ecducational objectives th
nature: that i<, the lo;
and irs achie

ment

cational objectives of the cognitive dom
prehension, Application,

Familiaritv with the taxonomies carly in a
project can be helpful in alerting faculty to
cognitive, affective, and (in 2 more
psychomotor goals and objectives.
taxonomies can alo serve
adequate emphanis
agreed to, and for developing quizzes. examin
cedures for assessing how

The Taxonomy of Edrcational Objeetive
Dressel (1976), for example, h
tive from the affective dom
tion of knowledee hoth
remember) and by the teacher (whar he or
to empitisize), Hevwood (1976,
TaxXonomy with the implicit ¢t
found in certain works witl

-
-

is. in mv view,
of the subject than 1o impose the
for the teacher's intellectul
nology and literature {what

-

s—At a higher conceptual level,
nt of any particular field of study,
d that describe and classify education:l
cognitive (Bloom et al. 1956);
a 1961): and psychomotor (Har-
nt sets of goals per se, as well as
ablishing the specific goals and objectives
Each domain is. divided into several broad
at are hypothesized to be hierarchical in
It complex behavior occurs at the lowesr level,
vement is presumed to be necessary for successful achieve-
in the domain. The major edu-
ain include: Knowledge, Com-
Analvsis, Syuthesis, and Ewvaluation.
curriculum development
@ wide range of po sible
limited set of circumstances)
As the new curriculum evolwees, the
as uscful references for checking to see that
is being given to all of the objectives that were
ations, and other pro-
well students are achieving those goals,
s is not withour its critics.
as criticized the separation of the cogni-
ain, arguing that values underlie the selec-
by the learner (what the student selects to
she chooses to present and
p. 165) has unfavorably contrasted the
axenomies of instructional chjectives

at the next highest level

iin cach discipline or field.

much betier to use the language (manner of thinking)
arbitrary divisions of the Taxnnomy,

and emotional comm: . ment is to the termi-
has been said from :ime to time) of that

language.

It is diffcult to imagine
not have diagnosis as a main title. . - - Equally,
a Taxonomy of English Literature which would

fluency, or originality.

Examination of the r-xif!z'ng cuy
objectives frequenty ¢

a Taxonomy of Medical Education which would
it is difficulr to imagine
not includc creativity, or

riculum—A statement of goals and
an be derived by working backsward from the

'
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existing curriculum. This approach involves a careful examination of
- current course svllabi and reading lists, lecture notes, handouts, and
audiovisual materials. It can be augmented bv interviews or surveys

of individual faculty members about the knowledge and skills covered
in their courses. )

.-

Although time-consuming, such a study can illuminate areas of
strength and weakness, omission and redundancy, as well as provide

an overall sense of how well existing courses are being articulated into
a coherent whole.

The engincering faculty at UWCLA used this approach to identify
major concepts in all relevint engincering. mathematics, chemistry,
and physics courses (Lancaster 1974, pp. 272-285). They developed
ten major heading.: principle. law, precept, concept, definition, anal-
ysts or synthes:s, skills, tool. faciual data, and application. For each
coursc taken by engineering students, they recorded exactly what wasg
covered under each of the ten headings. From this analysis they real-
ized that the courses were not balanced in difhculity. Some courses
consisted mainly of facts, others mainly of concepts. Some had no
application, others incorporated few precepts, laws, or principles.

It was evident some fundamental ideas and basic principles were being
taught too late. while the freshman vear had some principles that were
too difhicult. Hooke's Law was taught seven times as though it had never
been taught before (Lancaster 1971, p. 278).

This approach provided the engineering faculty with good detailed
information on what the unstated goals and emphases of the curricu-

lum had been and gave them 2 clearer sensc of direction for making
subsequent curriculum revisions.

At a more global level, an institutional sclf-study at SUNY, Stony
Brook, which had revealed a widespread mismatch in faculty and stu-
dent expectations of onc another, was used to design a set of new
undergra-luate curricula. These curricula are called Federated Learn-
inz Communities (FI.C<) because they fede: ate already existing courses
in a thematic and interdisciplinary wav. In correspondence between
the project director, Partrick Hill, and the head of the Curriculum

Committee, the response of the FLC curricula’is set forth. -
L

The FLC project addresses the major problems identified in Stonv Brook's
Sclf-Study of Undergiaduate Education: the incokerence. fragmentation,
and atomisation of the modern curriculum irs well as the impersonality
and remoteness of large educational institutions. The mechanisms em-
ployed by FLC arc novel, integrative, bridging, and adiising structurcs.
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Integration is achicved through federating rela‘ed courses from
different disciplines. Bridging is accomplished through a “Master
Learner,” who is a tenured faculty member relatively inexpert in the
subject matter of the FI.C. The Master Learner acts as a “model”
student for the other students, a discussion '.ader, and an internal
evaluator and linisen between faculty memiers and students in the
program. Advising is alvo:built in as part of the student's independent
study project toward the end of the p.ogram. FLCs already imple-
mented or undergoing dévclopmcfpl inciunde one on World Hunger
that involves facultiv members from biclogy, cconomics. philosophy,
English, polifical science, and socioiog}'.

Goals developed by disciplinary associations—A few disciplinarv and
profes iunal as-ociations have set up ta<k forces to develop goais and
objectives for their subject ficlds. These can be e-pecially useful re-
sotrrces in the devign of n new curriculum in the same field, but they
can al-o serve as models for stimul:viéng faculty members to think about
analogous goals and objectives in dther subject fields.

For example, the Mathematicos Association of America has described
Iin detail what courses should be offered and in what sequence, as well
as the topics that should be covered within each course. This 1s, of
course, much easier to do in a highly structured and codified discipline
like mathematics than in less structured fields. The American Physio-
logical Society has compiled a booklet, “Fducational Objectives in
Physiology,” which lists topics commonly included in a physiology
curriculum. based on a -et of objectives developed at the University
of Arahus in Denmark. Similarly, the Furopcan Community Biologists
Association has identificd ~kills. topics, and attitudes for postsecondary
biology curricula, bated on a survey of current curricular practices at
major European universities. ’

Scveral disciplinary associations have collected or developed a range
of curricular aids. The American Sociological Association has com-
piled bibliographies, reports. teaching tips, course svllabi, and other
materials related to the ociology curriculum. The American Associa-
tion of Physics Teachers is preparing instructional modules for in-
troductory physics courses. A\ similar task is being undertaken by the
Undergraduate NMathematies and Its Applications Project, funded by
the National Science Foundation. This project’s charge is to develop
modular instructional materials addressed to undergraduate students
in scicnce, technology. and engincering. :

In the humanities, the Modern Language Association has recently
published, “Options for Teaching English: The Undergraduate Cur-
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riculum.” based on a survev of 28 departments of English. This report
offers ideas for curriculum improvements and descriptions of several

programs.

Agreeing on Curriculum Goals

Delpht techmnigue—The Dclphi Technique lends itself well to use
by faculty members in establishing the goals and objectives of a new
or revised curriculum. Delphi was created by the RAND Corporation
to forecast rechnological developments, which accounts for its oracular
name, The technique, described by Delbecqg. Van de Ven, and Gustaf-
sonn (1975, pp. 10-11). does not require committee members 10 meet
face-to-face. Rather, individuals are surveved about priorities, goals,
and objectives by means of a questionnaire that is mailed to them for
completion in private. The results are then summarized by an in-
dependent or neutral pirey. who feeds the information back to the

participants. On the basis of the summarized information, individuals
are again given the opportunity 1o revise their own curriculum
priorities via a second ¢ucestionnaire. This new infoimation is sum-
marized once more and ted back to the participants. The number of
iterations is not fixed, but depends on the complexity of the topic,

the extent of disngrecement, an:l the importance of rcaching reasonable

consensus,

The particular advantages of the Delphi Technique are’ that it
minimizes the biasing cffects of dominant individuals and the amount
of irrelevant communication. - Fach faculty member conuributes freely
and independently to the original statement of goals; vet, at a later
stage, is able to benefit from the contriburtions of his or her colleagues
in setting priorities among the objectives put forth by the entire group.
It has been found that recavdless of how divergent the original posi-
tions. opinions tend 1o converge and svnthesize when this technique
ts used.

Faculiy members in the School of Behavioral and Social Sciences
at California State University, San Francisco have used Delphi to deter-
mine objectives for the undergraduate major in political science, as
part of-a Major Assessment Profile. or NAP Project. MAP is an intra-
murally funded eifort 10 design a collection of test instruments for the
periodic measurement of learning outcomes in the political science
major. Using Delphi. faculty members and other political science
experts were surveved twice and proaduced a rank order of instruc-
tional objectives. Another of MAPS outcomes is the Political Science
Concept Inventory, a universe of over 21.000 political scicnce concepts
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terms students should know

or terms grouped into three categories:
: and terms students need not

well: terms students should be aware of
know.

Nominal group techniqgue—I ike the Delphi proce's, the Nominal
Group Technique (NGT) 1s 2 formal way of achieving con-ensus on
a difficult or controversial topic. Unlike Declphi, however. NGT in-
volves a structured. face-to-face meeting of the faculey. Brieflv, it
operates like this: The meeting begins with individuals writing down
curricular goals that are then prceented in round-robin fashion. one
goal at a time, and recorded on a board. Ar this point there is no
discussicn of goals. onlv the recording of individual ideas. The listing
continues until all members indicate they have nothing further to
contribute. Goals are 1hen di~cussed. one ar a time. in order to clarify.
elaborate. and gauge support. Finally, independent voting takes place,
with each individunl ranking or rating the goals privatelv. The group
decision is the mathemartically pooled outcome of individual votes
(See Delbeq. Van de Ven. and Gustafion 1975, for details).

This procedure is effecrive in making evervone's views known, not
just the most our-poken in a group. It fias the further advantage of
focusing discussion on a single issue at a time. and reducing extrane-
ous debare and discussion. YWhile obviou:lv matters of curriculum are
too complex to addiress.in n <hort space of time. and 1oo important to
be decided by vote. a curriculum development committee might find
variations on the Nominal Group Technique useful for Lringing
specific curricular issues 1o other aroups ol faculty members o as to
broaden the pool of ideas and the base of support for priority goals
and objectives. .

Decision-theoretie approarhh—This relativelv new approach to group
decision-making concius of complex agarcgdgtions of value decisions,
using Bavesian statistios and utility theory (Fdwards, Gutien ag, and
Snapper 1975). Brieflv. the procedure invélves the following steps:
ranking goals in order of importmcoe: estimating the relative distance
between goals: mathematically converting the di-tances into prob-
abilities: calculating urilities according 1o a mathematical formula:
and making decisions about which utilities to maximize. This ap-
proach is quite technical. has not vet been widely used, and is not for
the mathematicallv shy or the faint of heart. I is included here he-
cause it represents a way of quantifving a subjective pirocess and might
be attractive to Iaculty members in «cience departinrents,

Divide aned conguer-—Another group discussion approach to estab-
lishing goals and abjectives for a department was emiploved at McGill
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University (Pascal and Roid 1973). Their approach. which theyv term
“divide and conquer,” involves several small groups of faculty in short
workshops. Fach group generates a list of goals and objectives (in
terms of both student and teactier behaviors) for the portion of the
curriculum for which thev have responsibility. The lists are then com-
binced and circulated for comment by all members of the department.
The combincd list, including comments, is then brought to a meeting
of the total faculty for discussion. Onc purpose of the approach is to
use the gouais and objccrives for evaluating discrepancies between

course descriptions and cotrsc intent.

Defining the Ideal Curvicndllum

One wav of approaching curriculum design is to define the “ideal”
curriculum. This approach ensourages taculty members to fantasize
about what their curriculum would look like if there were no con-
straints of time or money, student abilities and motivation, faculwy
expertise and commirment, phyvsical facilities or political support. The
chicf purpose of this approach is to release the creative energies of
the faculty and o braaden the discussion from what is known and safe
to questions ol “What if . . 27 Fickmann and Lee (1976, p. 11) de-
scribe this approach. which thev-have used with faculty members at

Svracuse.

Limiting the component des:gn to an existing view of what is possible
probably will result in a new program that mcerelv rearranges the previous
one. Developing an ideal design serves several functions: first. it opens
the twiind to new and exciting possibilities of what mav be effered; scc-
ond. it shows that many of the traditional 1cestraings ase unnecessarv and
in some instauces only part of the designer’'s imagination.

Questions that a discussion of the ideal curricuium might address

include:

(1) Who would the curriculum be for? (A conceptualization of the
ideal student before, during, and alter exposure to the curriculum.)

(2) What would be included in the content of the new curriculum?
(Kev concepts, core courses. themes. electives, requirements, etc.)

(3) How woulkl the curriculum be organirzed and integrated? (Blocks
of time. modules, intensive courses. vear-long courses, articulation and
scquencing problems, etc.)

(4) Who would teach the curriculum? (Characterisiics and expertise
of faculty members, use of teaching assistants, working professionals
or communitv leaders, etc.)
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(5) How would the curriculum be tauaht?>  (Iecture-diccus-ion,
audio-tutorial, svlf—p;u'ccl/m:1~.tcr_\'-l(-:1rning. CAL 1elevision, film, or
multi-media, etc.)

(6) What would be the overall philo-ophical justification for the
curriculum design? (Use of curricular maodels, learning theories, re-
search on teaching and’learning, etel)

Analvas of the kev elements of the ideal curriculum and the various
“real world™ constraints ¢an re<ulr jn an “optimal” curriculum that
mav: include more innovative and promising features than it would
have il the constraints bad been considered alore. The chief problem
with the ideal cinrriculum approach secems to e the initial hesitancey
of faculty members 10 spend time in crcative supposition before
knuckling down to the task of designing the “optimal™” curriculum.
Like the other design techniques we describe. the ideal curriculum
approach will bhe atrractive to <ome faculty members and an anathema
to others. Facultv members who are interested in the ideal approach
mav find some of the exercises de-cribed by Bcrgquist anada Phillips
(1977, pp. 12:4-15 Hy—e~pecially their “Dial-a-Course'” exercise—useful
ways to begin 2t discussion of the ideal curriculum.

Considering constraiuts on the ideal cinyiculum—Whether or not
onc begins with a discussion of the “ideal” curriculum, identifving
the constraints affecting a curriculum i~ a nccessarv component of a
realistic or “‘optimal” design . O7 cownrse, many factors bevond the
control of curriculum developers will affect the curriculum design,
and these will vary Irom instittion to institution. Certain constraints,
however, are common across colleges and universities, and their impact
on the curriculum <hould bhe explored and modifications .nade either
in the curriculum design or in the institutional constraints placed on
it. Some of the more common constraints include:

(1) The relationship of the proposed curriculum to the mission
and priorities of the institution as a whole. How well will the new
or revised curriculum interface with those of other departments?
With gencral education requirements?

(2) Financial re-ources available for developing, implementing,
and operating the proposed curriculum. If the new curriculum will
take money to implement, what resources might be tapped?

(3) Existing facilities. Will there be adequate classroom space, li-
brary holdings. access to computers, access to video and other media-
viewing facilities? '

(1) Faculty expertise. interests. and commitment. Will it be pos-
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sible to reassign faculty to teach the new curriculum or will new
posttions be required? Is adding FT'E feasible? Does the curriculum
depend on revolving faculty assignments> How many faculty mem-
bers are interested in participating? < -

(3) Student characteristics. What are the interest . abilities, prior
preparation levels. carcer or educational plans of potential students?
How much time will potential students be likely to devote to the
curriculum? Do they work? Do they commute?

{€) Enrollment patterns in similar programs and departments. Is
there likely to be duplication or overlap with other program offerings
on campusr Have those departmenis been consulited?® Are they likely
to have experiences to share?

(v) The amount of time faculty members have available for the
design and implementation of the progrim. Is release-time required?
Feasibler WWhat is the target date tor maplementing the new cur-
riculum?

(8) Articulation with high schools and community colleges. Does
the new curriculum presuppose that students have requisite knowl-
edge and skills: Is it likely o duplicate course work of transfer stu-
dents?

(©) The political atmosphere of the campus. Is there a commit-

‘ment to support the new curriculum on the part of administrators?

What are the views of senior faculty members in the departments?
What key academic senate committees will have to approve tliec new
curriculum? Have thev been consulied?

(10) Cost-benefit or valuce-added aspects of the new curriculum. Will
the nature and magnitude of change in student lcarning be worth
the level of resources expended in designing and implementing the
new curriculum?* What will be the opportunity cos~ts for students?
What zie Hkely 1o be the vade-offs and pav-offs of the new curriculum
when compared to the existing curriculums?

Defining the optimal curviculum—Atr this point a faculty com-
mittee begins to work at achieving the best fit between an “ideal”
curriculum and the constraints placed on it. Perhaps decisions are
made to use certain course offerings in other departments, rather
than to build the now curriculum from scratch, or to borrow and
modity curricular muarterials from other institutions rather than de-
velop them locallv, Prerequisites mav bhe modified in light of the
reality. of student abilities, or chianges might be made in certain in-
stitutional constraints-—tor example, to allow courses to be oifered for
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variable credit. Or, in the absence of sufhcient local resources, con-
soriium arrangements mighi be worked out that allow students to

take some components of the new curriculum at a neighboring in-
stitution.

43




Curriculum Implementation

Anticipating and Quercoming Resistance .

We have described some of the obstacles to curriculum change and
some of th~ pressures and opportunities for change. Ironically, manv
of the sa'ue factors that undcer one set of circumstances act as bar-
riers to curricular change can and do opcrate as forces for change
under a different set of conditions. Faculty members are often cited
as the principal obstacles to change; vet faculty members can and do
Initiate major curricular reforms. Clearly, we know very litile about
the particular combination of circumstances that lead one group of
faculry to successfully undertake 4 major curriculum revision and
another group to continue to “mzake do,” long after their curriculum
has Jost any semblance of coherence. Unfortunately, the extensive
literature on change has not been 'well mtegrated with that on cur-
riculum.

Theories and empirical findings about institutional change are
most relevant to the implementation stage of a curriculum design
pProject, and strategies for implementation should be carefully planned
in advance. As the Carncgic Foundation (1977, p. 16) has stated jt:
“Curriculum reform of significance requires overal] thought but
piecemeal action: overall action tends to lead 1o overall resistance.”
While many theorists and consultangs have offered recipes, tips, and
techniques for implementing change, it should be recognized that

what are termed “practical difiiculties” are in reality complex human

phenomena. Nevertheless., some  cautionary notes that Incorporate

general principles and findings about change can be helnful as a
checklist for planning the implementation of a ncw or revised cur-

riculum?’

Watson (1961,
pPrinciples for overcoming resistance
libertv of paraphrasing those as they might rclate to a curriculum de-
velopment project.

Resistance to change will be less if-
(1) the faculty feel that the curriculum design or evaluation project

1s their own, not one solelv devised or imposed by a small group or by

outsiders.
(2) the project has the clear

pPp. 169-197) has succinctly summarized rome of the
to change. “We have taken the

support of top administrators.
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(3) the faculty see the new or revised curriculum as reducing rather
than increasing their present burdens.

(1) the project accords with values and ideals of the faculrey.

(5) the new curriculum offers the kind of new teaching experience
that interests the faculty.

(6) the faculty feel that their autonomy and their security is not
threatened by the new curriculum.

(7) the faculty has joined in the diagnostic cfforts that led to the
ncw curriculum and agree what the basic problem is and feel its im-
portance.

(8) the curriculum proposal is adopted by consensual group deci-
S10I1.

(9) the proponcnts of the new curriculum are able to empathize
with opponents, recognize valid objections, and take steps to rclieve
unnecessary fears.

(10) provision is made for fecedback on the project and for further
clarification as needed.

(I1) participane. < vnerience acceptance, support, trust, and con-
fidennce 'n rocir relac: s with one another.

(12) the project is kept open to revisions and reconsi - ex-
perience ip:dicates that changes would be desirable.

In general. these principles can be thought of as reminders to in-
clude as many faculty members as possible in some consultative or
design role as early as possible, <0 thot they come to feel that the
project is in some measure ‘‘theirs,” or at least does not come to them
as a great surprise.

Lindguist (1977, pp. 152-1533) has developed another useful check-
list for writing a curriculum proposal so that as many of the princi-
ples for overcoming resistance are incorporated into the document
ttself.  He calls this checkiist. “Presenttion Guidelines.” It includes
such factors as the relative advantage of the proposed new curricu-
lum and its compatibility with existing organizational structures, aca-
demic standards, and facilities. Under each presentation guideline,
he lists a set of questions that one might ask of the proposal. For
example. under the guideline, divisibility, he asks:

Do we have -to accept the whole thing at oncer A proposal which savs,
here are the ithings which must be done tight awayv, here are desirable
things that should be adopted soon, and here are next steps worth keep-
ing in mind. has a good chance if the essentials are not overwhelming

(p. 152). .
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Fatablishing a Timetable for Implementation
Because curriculum  changes rcquire the cooperation of faculty
members, who typically have heavy schedules and competing commit-

their time. ain implementation plan shouid include a time-

meirnits tor
d comple-

table that pinpoints individual responsibilities and estimarte
for various curriculum  development components, This

tion dartes
can keed evervone informed about the

timetable, widely circulated,
order of occurrence of major activities.

Two rimetable muanagement strategies usequl for analvzing, plan-
ning, and ~cheduling the implementation process are PERT (Project
Evaluation and Review Techniquey and Critical Path Analvsis,  Al-
though these techiniques were originally developed for the Office of
Naval Rescarch, thev have found widespread application in both
busmess and education.  These tume-management tools can be useful

in the design and e evaluation stages of a project as well as in the

implementation phase.

Critical Path Analvsis and PERT follow a similar model, which
consists of breaking a project into its component par"t's or activities,
estimating the oxpected time to perform each activirty, determining
which cvents are “critical.” and graphicaily representing the subac-
tivities in terms of spectfic target dates.  PERT, slightly more com-
plex than the Critical Path merthod, statistically treats the uncertainty
n activiey completion time by including estimates of the probabilitv
of mccting specificd scheduled dates at various stages in the project.

These management methods have several advantages. At a glance,
onc can see how individual activities are related to the rotal project
and wiich tasks need 1o be accomplished by what deadlines for the

Although the timelines do take sormec
citore to develop. the more complex the project. the more likely it is
that these methods will be well worthwhile.,  Severad good descrip-
tions of how to develop and use PERT and Critical Path Analysis
can be found in Wiest and Levy (1969) and Wagner (1973).

The Critical Path method has been successfully used by the Uni-
versity. of Nebraska, Lincoln. to organize the schedule of events for
thaeir annual reviews of academic departments., Important dates,
nujor activities, and key personnel involved in various tasks are
graphically deseribed <o that progress can be accuratelv monitored

project to meet its target daee.

and the review mect its schedule.

PERT is particularly appropriate for projects whose activities are
subjoct 1o considerable uncertainty about perlformance tim.- Wagner
deseribes wi D ilfusirates how PERT has been used i program plan-
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ning and implementation at Fdudational Testing Service.

In additton o u-ing trnc-matigement techniques. 1t is useful to
developn un'nin-_;vm*y plins tor o range of possible outcomes during
the unplementation phase. For vxannple, anticipating what will hap-
piroit o new course olleting is oversubscribed, undersubscribed, or
compascd of stadents rorally ditferent trom those who had been ex-
pectedl can minimize a0 sense ol crisis later on.  Of course, not all
problems can be antrapated, but the more speculzion and planning
thiat ocerrs ac this junciure, the more stacothly the implementation

Procvess will flow as it progresses.
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Curriculum Evaluation

That curriculum design and evaluation are closelyv related processes
has been a recurrine theme of this monograph. Evaluation is most
useful if it is woven into the design process from the beginning. In
the section on Evaluation as Needs .Ass¢ssment., we have shown how a
variety of specific evaluation and neccds assessment techniques can be
helpful in determining (1Y whether a new curriculum is needed or
(2) whether an existing curriculum necds to be revised. ‘Heretofore,
most evaluations of existing curricula have followed a post-facto design
simply because little or no information was gathered on the initial
purpcses of the curriculum. how it was implemented, or the char-
acteristics of the students cntering the program as well as leaving it.
Ideally. of course. such evaluations would not be post facto at all, but
would include information gathered at se: eral stages of the curricu-
lum from its beginnings to it~ maturiey.

Most evaluators make the distinction between formative and sum-
mative evaluation (Scriven 1967, pp. 10-i3). The purpose of forma-
tive evaluation is to help in making decisions about program modifi-
caticn. usually by those actively involved in its design and implemen-
tation. Formotve evaluation typically occurs at the eidrlyv stages of
the curriculum. The purpose of summative evaln:ation is to assess
the overall effectiveness of a curriculum so that decisions about con-
tinuation. cxpansion. institutionaliszation, or elimination can be made.
Summative evaluation is generally addressed to an external audience,
¢.g.. top administrators, funding agencics. ete.. and is often conducted
in whole or in part by persons not directly involved in the design and
implementation.  Although summative cevaluation is typically re-
ported sometime after the curriculum has been implemented. at its
best, it beains with the design process itself.  As Stake (1976, p. 19)
characteriszes it. "when the cook tastes the soup. it is formative evalua-
von. and when the cuests taste the soup it is summative.”” The dis-
tinctions are not alwavs clear, however. and as Scriven has noted,
good formative evaluation generally approximates summative evalua-
tion.

In this section we address issues and methods involved in planning
and conducting evalnations that are built into a new curriculum
pProject from its earliest design siages through its implementation and

maturity. Building evaluations into a cuarriculum project produces
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+ much richer database and ensures more informed decisionmaking.
Systemitic, ongoing evaliation, s compared to sporadic or piccemeal
cltoris, addiesses o wider varicty of questions and uses a wider range
of evaluztion methods and information sources.  Because it is built
into the svstem. the evaluation is more flexible and adaptive. able to
reflect changes in o he cuarriculum design itself and the changing infor-
mation needs of the designers and decisionmakers.

During the desian Prhise of the project, evaluation plavs the role of
providineg feedback on the anriculum components as theyv are being
developed and plinned and on the design Hrocess jtself. Pretesting
anriculum components oa a sample of st lenis or getting the judg-”
ments of content or curriculum dosign oxperts are just two Xxamples.
Firlv evaluation of this kind allows appropriate modificatdons to be

o ommmde T curricular materials or instructional formats before the proj-

E

cat is too far alone to make sttbhstanteinl ’('h:tngv.\. - This kind of forma-
tive evaluation is taaldly conducted by the designers themselves or by
an evaluator who works closely with the design team.

Fyaluation plavs an important role in the implementation stage us
welll "Fhe first time the new curriculum is offered (in whole or in
part)y can be thought of as a “fickd 1est.”  As in any field test, there
e bound to be problems. some of which will not have been antici-
pated. For example, difliculties can arise over the appropriate level
of curricular smarerials, the nuimber of students who can be accom-
nockited. or with the amount of advising or tutoring required. or in-

fctent student access to library holdings. audiovisual materials, or

hipuiers. It possible. the first offering of a new curriculum should
heoregavded as experimental and cnrotiments limited so thgt if in-
Mructional problems arise. they can he handled on a onc-to-onc basis
By the instructors.

Finally, evaluation plavs an important role from the beginning of
the first regularts schede” 1 offcring of the curriculum to its maturity.
In part. some evaluation strategios followed during the first few vears
of & new curriculum will also be of a >rmative nature. that is thev
will be designed o gather detailed information about -he eff ‘ctiveness
of various aspocts and compenents of the curriculurm to allow further
modifications in marcerials. formats, prerequisites, advising, ete. At
this ~taze of the curriculum. however, evaluation alse begins to ad-
dress more summative questions about the overall qualitv and effec-
tIvenoess ot the pprogram. Nore formal [Fretest meosures of student
knowledge. ~sKills, and artitudes may be administered so that compari-

o

~ons can be nrade with posttests at a later time. At this point. (oo, the
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cvaluation begins to focus on how well the curriculum s meeting
both its own stared goals and the cxpectations ol others and how it
compares with the previous curriculum or with similar curricula
cisewhere.

Empire: State Colliege has developed procedures for the ongoing
evaluation of its academic program.  Calle.. PLFRC, which ~tands for
Program Effcctiveness and Related Costs, the system invols arnong
other things. collecting o varicty of data from students at kev points
in their educational careers. When students first enter the programna,
they are given sumdardized tests (the K TS Arca tests) and complete a
biograpnical inventory, At various stizges in their studies, students
complete  questionnaires  assessing  their - Jducational objectives. re-
actions to the program. and overall sadisfaction. Student docurnents
are subjected 10 content analyvsis to supplement self-reported informa-
tion. Attrition survevs are administered to those who drop out of
the program to get information about both the posit; ‘¢ and the nego-
tive cffects of the program. At graduation students complete a ques-
tionnaire that assesses their reactions to the program and the extent to
whichr they achiceved their own cducationsal soals and objectives.
\nother series of ~tandivdized tests and a personal interview are
alvo part of the graduntion vear. Then. two or more vears afrer
graduation. wlumni are surveved regarding their activities and their
rctrospective judements about the prograom overall., Copies of the
instruments used at each stage and a detailed discussion of how
the dara are analvzed can be tound in the PERC Handbook (Palola

et al. 1977).

Another comprehensive <et of evaluation procedures is being used
in the cvaluation of Inteflex ar the Universits of Michigan. This pro-
gram offers o combined undergraduate and medical degree 1n six
vears. The evaluation includes several survess administered prior to
a student’s enrollmoent (the Omnibas Personality Insventory and ques-
tiornaires about stadents goals and expectations) and ~tandardized
tests and additional canvess at the end of cach of the s~ix vears of

study. Finally. cow-up ~studies atter graduation complete the evalua-

TiON pProcess.
Sound, useful cvialuation does not {follow a formula. It is not a

martter of following a scries of predetermined  steps or routinelv

gatherine and analvzing doia. Fealuation, like curricalum. is not a
untiary concept: it is o cluster of acnviries undertaken to judize the

worth or merit of ~omething or for making decisions about it Al-

thangh it miav involve measurement and bhorros methods and tools
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from the social scien ¢s. evaluation is a much broader endeavor de-

signed 1o inlorm human judgments and decisionmaking,  Like any
human undertaking, eviduation is far from infallible. The credi-

Lility and uscefulness of cvialuations can bhe sub-tandally improved,

they are thoughriully planned and implemented.  Five

however, if
cvaluation are discussed

Important aspects of systoematic curriculum
in this scection: (1) determining the purposes and inrended uses of
the evaluation: (2) deciding who ~should conduct the evaluation: (3)
and (1) lormuliating evaluation questions

selecting evaluation maodels:
data: and (5) collecting comparative or

and identitving <ources of
baseline data.

Deteymining the Pusposes aned Intended Eses of the Evaluation
As Wenss (1972, p. 15) poinis out. “the all-purpose evaluation Is a

f =,

myih. Althoagh a number of different tvpes of questions can be con-

sidered within the bounds of single stady L L not even the best

plimned study will provide informuuation n all the questions that
pceople will think of.” Anderson and Ball (1978, pp. 14.42) have dis-
cused at length come of the major purposes of cvaluation. Becatise
no cevaluation can answer all of the questions difterent groups might
have, it is especially important to decide the major purposcs, audi-
ences. and intended uses of the evaluarion as carly as possibie.
Generallyv, that means con~ulung with key individuals and Lroups
who have a vested interest in the curriculum or who are in a position
to make dedisions about it contimunition. jis CXpansion, or its in-
stitutionalization.

An evaluation designed without refererce to the audiences and the
various uses it might ~crve is likelv ro be an evaluation thar ends up
satisfving no onc’s information nccds and drawing heasy ariticism

from <everal quarters.

When thinking thhrough the kind of evaluation best suited for a
given curriculum project. we start by asking a scries of questions,
such as:

when, and why was the carriculum developed? What are

Kinds of students does it adiniis What do
What arce.they

® Hoxw,
1ts Major purpo-o<F Whig
the students do with their education once completed®
expected to know or dor

® Why is the curriculum being evaluated now?  Who will «ce the

evaluation reportr Whao will make decisions:

The intent of these questions is to proviac a sound histerical context
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for examining the curriculum. In somc cases existing data sources
can be used to answer these questions, even when the data were col-
lected for other purposes. For example, information collected on
students at the time of application for admission to a program can
be useful in providing baseline data about the cntering population.
An examination of minutes from departmental meetings or docu-
ments circulated by curriculum committees, as well as the results of
previous academic or accreditation reviews, can often provide a rich
data source for learning how and why the current curriculum came
to be developed and what dissatisfactions and decision choices werce
made along the way., Other information can be generated from in-
terviews with key faculty members, an analysis of student transcripts,
alumni surveys, and information svstematicaliv gathered on the place-
ment of graduates of the program in cases where that is feasible:

® Why is the curriculum being evaluated now? Who will sce the
evaluation report? Who will make decisions about the future of the
curriculum?  How familiar are the lecisionmakers with the cur-
What arc their feelings toward it?  What kinds of evidence
(For example, do they
Data

riculum?
do they gencrally regard as reliable? Valid?
tend to be more persuaded by quantitative or qualitative data?
from students or the opinions of highly respected faculty membeis?)

This set of questions focu oo on the decisionmakers and audiences
for the report (these are not alwavs the same people). Fer example, a
its recommendations to a top
interested audiences
faculty in

dcan or a scnate committee. through
administrator, may bec the decisionmakers, but
might include current, former, and prospective students,
the same or related programs, employers or community groups, fund-

ing agencies, and others.

® What factors will be the most important in making a decision,
e.g.. costs, student satisfaction, societal neced, quality of instruction,
compatibility with institutional functioning?

Again, through discussions with key decisionmakers anc .epresen-
tative members of other intended audiences tor the evaluation, 2
general picture should emerge about the relevant variables the evalua-
tion should examine. Because no cevaluation can address all possi-
ble issues or collect all possible kinds of data, such discussions should
also help to set priorities among the various evaluation possibilities.
For example. if the chicef issue is cost-effectiveness, then evidence about
socictal need is not likely to be helpful in making decisions.
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® What general dedision altesnati o~ a1¢ ppossible?  Discontinu-
ationz  Expansion: Modihications Accreditationr

These questions are listed to cmphasize the point that there is no
onc way to cvaluate o given procram: rather the partucular kind of
evaluation rceqguired is one that adequately addiesses the decision-
making neceds of the taculty members and  adininistrator involved.
An evaluation tut is undertaken (o dedide whether o program should
be climinated or merged with another department will require a
different approach than one that is conducted to make program im-
provements. There may be more audiences (¢.g.. faculty teaching
in the programs and stadents enrolled in them) who have a vested
interest in the decisions in the former case than in the latter.  Be-
forc an cvaluation is undertaken, there should be a clear understand-
ing of the range of dedision alicinatives so that daia arce gathered

that respond comparatively to adl of the possibilities so that optimal
decisions can be reached.

® \What iv rthe iimce-frame for doitng the covaluation?  Are there
fixed deadlines that must be nrers

These questions are poscd 1o insure that data reach dcecistonmakers
in a timely manner.

Deciding Who Conducts the Fialreation

In the case of some evaluations, c.o.. those conducted by accredita-
tion bodies, there is seldom any clroice as to who will conduct the
cvialuiation. Inttamural evaluations, however, do permit  choices.
Options include: evaluation by in-house faculty, evaluation by faculey
and a campus con~ultane. and evaluntion Ly external consultanis.

Evaluation by in-liowse jacuity-——"1his  is probably the most com-
mon mode of evaluation. The tac ultyv who carry out the evaluation
have the advantage of intmare kunowledge of the curriculum and its
functioning. Collectively, they know what aspects or components of
the curricutlum e most likelhy o be problematic: they also have a
vosted in.crest in the success of the prosiam.  The disadvantages are
that most faculty memboers Lack 1he expertise and time to carry out a
systematic evaluation, and their vested interest in the curriculum and
their close involvememy with 1t may blind them to certain prroblem
arcas.  Certain aspocts of the curriculum may scem so obvious to
them thai they are not included in the evaluation at all. Morcover,
when audicences for the evaluation include per-ons outside the de-
partment or colleges, the credibility ol the evaluation becomes para-
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mount. In-house cvaluations may be given less weight because of the

potcniial biases of the staft.

Frvaluation by faculty and campies consultants—As a result of the
faculey (.a\clopmcnt movement of the 19705, a growing number of
universities have faculty or staff experts on evaluation

colleges and
to assist with curriculum evalu:-

and/or instructional design available
tion ctlorts. T'hese consultants ~tafl le: Irning resources centers, faculty
developmeoent centers, test and mieasureme nt offices, and institutional
rescarch oflices. They ftequently otfer short-term  consultation on
specific aspects of curriculum design or cvaluation or. in some in-
Stances, assume a more active and long-term 10lc as a member of

design or evaluation team.  For example, at Utalr State University,
the Cenrer for Instructional Dcevelopment provided short-term assis-

tance to faculty in Wildlife Sciences. They developed survey  in-
the current curriculum in

struments to measure the ceffecriveness ol
communication and

providing swudents with technical knowledge,
thinking sKills, and b wkgeround and breadeh in the held, which were

adnnn:slmcd to program  graduates, employvers of graduates, and

current facultey.
The Division of Development and Special Projects of the Audio-
Imdiana University assisted faculty members in

Visual Cenwer at
program,

Therapeutic Recrcation to determine goals for the new
evaluate the validiy of the goals, and design an overall evaluation
plan for the new program.

The advantages of the taculty and campus consultant model are
that consultants can help facults members think through the de-
cisions involved in de-igning a cwrriculum and its evaluation and
contribute their knowledge and expertise about various evalu:tion
strategies and techniques.
consultants—\ less common model is for a
to employ somcone from outside the campius
Departments receiving extramural sup-
projeces trom governmental or private

Faculty and exteinal
departmnent or college
to as~ist in the evaluation.
port for their curriculum
sources may be required to contract for an external evaluation, or
foundation muas itself fund an independent external evaluation.  For
example, Worcester Polviechnic Institute was the recipient of Na-
tronal Scicence Foundation funds (e rede-ign its undergraduate cur-
riculum, and an internal evaluator was hired (o the projcct. - In ad-
ditionn, NSF fundced an externai pancl to monitor and cvaluate cur-
ricular changes. Similin v, Grandd Vialley College IV in Michigan

received support from the Fund tor the Improvement of Postsecondary
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Education. which al-o contracted with an independent group for a
complete evaluation of the college curriculum and funcrioning.

The primary advantage of external eviluations i~ the assumption
of objcctivity, which increases the credibility of the evaluation re-
sults.  Disadvantages include the possibility thar the evaluator has
too little knowledee and understanding of the normative environ-
ment, personalitios, ancd (lccixionm;tking structures of the institution.

Collecting Comparative or Bascline Data

Whenever possible, evaluation should be comparative. Comparative
evaluations provide a standard against which to judge the quality.
extent, and costs of a carriculum's ctfects.  Such evaluations require
early and carcful plinaing (virtues stressed throughout this mono-
graph) and may be more costly to conduct, but thev can provide
much more conviacing evidence than a single case study.

Comparative evaluations can be conducted in several wavs., The
comparison can be of the same individuals or groups over time (often
referred to as a longitudinal study approach), measuring changes in
students from their first vear in a program to their graduation and
again as alumni to evaluate long-term effects. This method of com-
pariton involves the use of pre- and posttests, although the data
gathered need not be of the “‘test” variety, but might include atutitude
change~, ratings of competences by faculty members, or observations
by evaluators or emplovers.

In evaluating a revised curriculum, a comparison can be made be-
tween the old and thie new versions of the curriculum. Faculty mem-
bers in the p~ycholoyy demartment at the University of California.
Santa Barbara u<ed this approach, surveving majors before and after
new requircements and courses were instituted. Both surveys sxamined
students” aspirations, arcas of interests, and attitudes rtoward the de-
partment.

" Sometimes it is po-sible to compare curricula cross-sectionally;
that is, a new or revised curriculum is compared to a similar cur-
riculum in the same or a <imilar institution. The Inteflex, the ex-
perimental. six-year medical program at the University of Michigan,
uses students in a traditional medical school n- a comparison group.
Levels of achievement, <atisfaction with tiw - program. and post-
graduation activities are compared for the Inteflex students and those
in the traditional medical school program.

These comparative approaches can be used in combination.
example, faculty members revising :n existing curriculum might col-

For

- 55

E l{lC €4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



lect bascline data prior to implementing the changes in order to com-
pare the new to the old: administer pre- and posttests to the students
to follow them longftudinally; and collect comparable kinds of data

on students in similar programs.

Selecting an Evaluation Maodel

A number of philosophical and methodological issues are involved
in selecting an cvaluation design. These issues are reflected in the
various evaluation modecl, developed by those nationally prominent
in the field over the past 15 years.

Scriven’s Goal-Free Fvaitation model (1974) involves gathering data
on a wide range of arctial cffects and evaluating the importance
of thew -ffects in meeting demonstraied nceds. In this approach,
the evaluator pays no attention to program goals, but rather focuses
directly on the effects of the curriculum. By its very nature Goal
Free Evaluation requires a person external to the curriculum to con-
duct the evaluation. This model has had application primarily at
the precollege level.

Stuffiebeam’s Context, Input. Process, Product (CIPP) model (1971)
is an elaborate sequenced strategy for the design and evaluation pro-
cess. This model outlines how a given evaluation could be planned,
exccuted, and recycled.  Its widest use has been at the precollege level,
although the University of Washington School of Nursing applied its
key features to their evaluation of the curriculum.

Parlett and Hamilton’s Illuminative Evaluation (1977) uses nat-
uralistic anthropological methods 1o observe, inquire and explain the
curriculum. This approach places less emphasis on determining
needs, making comparisons with other curriculum, or using quantita-

tive methodologies. Ruther, the method stresses a thorough case

study examination of what happencd in the curriculum and why,

and makes extensive use of observation and interviews., Like Goal
Free Evaluation, this modeal is best conducted by someone external
to the design and development cfforts. Illuminative evaluation has
been used at several colleges and universities, including MI'T (Parlett
and Dearden 1977). As the result of attending a workshop ~nonsored
by the Lilly Foundation, a nuinber of faculty members ap, .jed the
illuminative approach to cvaluations on their campuses. One such
study was of the Freshman Core Course at Goucher College.

Stake’s Respon.ive Evaluation model (1973) emphasizes under-
~tanding activitics and how they are valued in a given setting from a

variety of perspectives. This approach is best used by someone
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exrternal to the durriculum development and design process. Re-
sponsive evaluation is most closely identified with the evaluation of

curricula in the arts,

Fisner's Connoisseur model (1975) draws
as critic who seeks to critically describe and
This methodology iy probably best used by individuals expert in both
the content of the ficld and the cvaluation orientation., It application
has been primarily at the precollege level.

Each model has jrs strengihs and weaknesses, jts supporters and
detractors.  From this brief overview it can be scen chat embracing
onc particular approach in total will] uniquely structure the form
and nature of .the evaluation. Selecting an cvaluation model or an
external evaluator should be done in close connection with the in-
tended uses and audiences for the evaluation. Different audiences
arc likelv (o be intcrested in different modes of evaluation. For this
reason, like most practitioncrs, we have been rather eclectic in our
approach to evaluation. From cach of the models, we have selected
fcarures that we feel are important to include in the evaluation process

described in the next section.,

an analogy of the evaluator
appraise a curricuium.

Formulating Evaluation Questions
In many wavs ; curriculum evaluation i« only as good as the ques-

tions it addresses and the kinds of data gathered to answer them.
Out of the mvriad questions that might be examined. those which are
most important to (Icci\ionnmking by one or another audience should

constitute the chief focus of the evaluation. Although many im-
e to a given evaluation, there are

portant questions will be unic
that tend to be included In a truly

scveral categories of questions

comprehensive curricular evaluation,
Answers to these questions can be sought from a number of sources

(faculty, <tudente, emplovers, advi or. alumni, etc.) and by a variety
of techniques (observation. analvsjs of transcripts, survey. and in-
Ferviews, cte.).  Most of the sources and techniques for evaluating a
new curriculum can be found in the carlier section on Lvaluation
as Neecds Asvessment and will not be repeated here.

The questions, which draw on carlier work by Scriven (1975, 1977),
include: "

Need for curriculum-—(1y How well is the new or revised cur-
riculum meeting identified neceds of students, the campus, the pro-

fession?

Academic quality of rurrirulum—(l) Does the curriculum reflect
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kev issues, recent developments and contemporary ideas dominant in
the ficld?  (2) Is the curriculum free of obsolete ideas?  Is it up-to-
date and accurate:r (3) Docos it provide adequate coverage of the
ficldd?  Are all the main essentials being offered? (17 How adequately
are the various components of the curriculum integrated?  (5) Doces a
coherent “whole” emarge from an assembly of the various course offer-

Ings?

Currvicrulum practice—(1) How well does actual practice conform to
what was planned or expected:  What deviations have occurred and
why?  What, of significance, has happened (good or bad) that wasn't
anticipated> (2) Are students progressing through the new or re-
vised curriculum as plinned? Are they fulfilling requirements as

anticipated?  Arc thev following the cstablished sequence of courses
or taking them out of order? (3) Is there a match between catalog
descriptions, course and program svilabi and what acrually occurs 1n
class? (1) What are the characteristics of students enrolled in the
new or reviscd curriculum? IS the target population the actual popu-
lation being reached>  Are students from other departments making
use of the courses? How do c¢nrollment patterns compare with those
of the old curriculum?> With expectations? (3) Is the changed cur-
riculum just and fair in terms of matching content and procedures
for testing and grading? Are there recourses for dissatisfied students
and faculty? (6) How adequate is the scheduling of courses? Is the
number of required courses appropriate? Are the number of offerings
too few, too many or about right given course cnrollments and other
campus requircments?

Crrrviculum support— (1) Arc advising procedures appropriate to
meet the new or revised curriculum changes?  Are faculty both
within the department and in other departments aware of the changes
and transmiuing information to students accurately and in a um:ly
manner: (2) Have faculty and 'TAs received the necessary training or
information to adequately implement the changed curriculum?®*  (3)
How effectively is the new or revised curriculum being taught by
faculty? by T As?

cffects of the croriculurii— (1) What is the effect of the new or re-
vised curriculunt aon other courses or departments on campus: Are
there areas of unnecessary duplication and overlap:  (2) How do
faculiv, studenis. and administrators feel about the changed cur-
riculum?  What is their level of satisfaction®* their suggestions for
modification? (3) How well are students learning the curriculum?  Is
there any difference in ~tudent performance under the new or re-
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old curriculum aor ~ome other

d curriculum when compuned (o the
citeces

What are the long-term or tran<er
(H Do faculty have an over-
X spedific courses iy in: Do
and principles on whicl,
the new

vise
appropriate alternarive:
ot the curriculumn on studoent lcarning:

cauriculumn and where the
decept the assumptions
do recent gradures View
prosent career or

all view of the
they understand and
the carricu’um . bised =

or revised curriculum and
cducational activitiess () What e the
(ob placcment of Jraduates, cro):
pProgram?

(7 How
RN relivtionshiip 1o (hejr
long-term effects of ihe cur-

Whit are some unin-
() What do archival
Gittrition. number of

riculum
tended or unexpeacted effects of the
dittar say aboor the new or revised cuarriculuang
sTaduates, Iengih of time o degree, student credit houn -, CLe.)z

Cost of the cwrvig wliens -1y VWhat are the human and fiscitl costs

of the new or res iscoel Crr Tl Student o I.'t(uh}' trine?> Im-

pact on Hbiiry, media,

Irastiticiionalization s f
mented 1o allow Periodic review
Flosw well s
iMprovement,
the curriculum ¢ be ide
arded as expermmental. whor
structure

counscling serviges:
crovicwlienm (1) Has o swstem been imiple-
and restructering of he IICW Or re-
thit svatem workingz  (2) What op-
CXPansion, contriaction.  ef-
niified and

vised curriculum:
portunitices  for change,
ficiency, cre. in Soperation of
Justified®  (3) If the new cmiriculum s reg
is the likelihood of jes findine 4, permanent home within the
of the UIHVCerSity s well s perinanent funding:
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Summary

Although the 1970s have brought rcnewed intcrest in the cur-
ricula of higher ecducation, knowledge about the processes and
methods of curriculum design and evaluation continue to be ne-
glected in the literature. This is unfortunate because as the costs of
higher education continuc to rise, external pressures for more syste-
matic approaches to curriculum decisionmaking will no doubt in-
crease. The competition fo. reduced or steady-state funds within
institutions also hcightens the need ior better ways ot evaluating cur-
ricular quality and cost-effectivencss.

Administrators and faculty members are increasingly asked to pro-
vide such information; vet few of them have been trained in syste-
matic approaches to curriculum design and evaluation, and there are
few guides to assist them. What literature does exist is widely scat-
tered in theories of change, the research methodology of +he various
social sciences, policy researcii, small group techniques used in 1n-
dustry, and the field of instructional design.

In this monograph, we have tried to identify many of these re-
sources and ' " sicuss them in terms of their practical reclevance in
designing an t . !'uating curricula. Whenever possible, we inserted
case-study exa.’:.cs to illustrate the use of these techniques and ap-
proaches at the higher education level. In many sections of the mono-
graph we have also provided checklists that might be helpful to a
group of faculty members involved in assessing the need for a new
or revised curriculum or designing. implementing, and evaluating a
new curriculum. Finally, throughout, we have stressed the inter-
related. interactive nature of the design and evaluation processes.
Each process implies or anticipates the other as soon as one begins to
approach the process svstematically.

Although the monograph is far from being the definitive work on
curriculum design and cvaluation, we hope it contributes to more
focused inquiry into the subject. As a topic of research, the cur-
ricula of higher education are too important 1o be neglected.
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